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Summary of research findings 
Research interviews were conducted with thirty members of the King Island community 
in March-April 2015 about their experiences during the time of the TasWind proposal. The 
aim of the interviews was to learn about local experiences of community consultation about 
a large scale land use change proposal. The research was not intended to assess the 
appropriateness or otherwise of the TasWind proposal, or to cast blame at any people, 
groups, or organisations. The insights from interview participants described a complex and 
challenging time for King Island. The descriptive report outlines a range of perspectives and 
experiences, often differing, as discussed in interviews. Key findings were about the way 
different perspectives led to different understandings about the TasWind proposal and 
events during that time, and about how the local culture and history is important to the way 
significant events, such as the TasWind proposal, unfold. The King Island experience is more 
than the sum of its parts, and as such any findings are best considered in their broader 
context as is given in the descriptive report. But, in the interests of a brief summary, some 
major findings are outlined below.  
Social impacts were significant.  Individuals in the King Island community, and the 
community as a whole, were affected by the TasWind proposal and associated events. 
Impacts were due to the proposal itself, the resulting social conflict, and uncertainty during 
the time of the proposal. People reported strong feelings such as anxiety, anger, fear, 
despair, and fatigue. The challenge of appraising a major change for the Island was 
compounded by disappointment and sadness about the disharmony in the community. At 
the time of interviews, around six months following announcement that the proposal would 
not proceed to implementation, many described the community as healing. Many are 
pleased to see the community moving on from the disruption caused by the TasWind 
proposal (and wish for this to continue), but the issue remains a sensitive topic.  
Local history was critical.  The history, particularly the recent history, of King Island 
affected how the proposal was received and understood. The closure of the King Island 
abattoir ahead of the announcement of the TasWind proposal was significant in shaping how 
the community understood and appraised the proposal. Some felt that the recent closure of 
the abattoir meant that the TasWind proposal was necessary to fill the gap in local industry. 
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However, others felt that the timing of the proposal soon after the abattoir closure 
indicated that the TasWind proposal was taking advantage of the vulnerability of the King 
Island community. The TasWind proposal has also affected King Island into the future 
though influencing community decisions during the Council elections which occurred days 
before the announcement that the proposal would not proceed.  
Different narratives reflected different understandings.  Different ways of 
understanding King Island and the TasWind proposal underpinned different opinions on the 
proposal itself. King Island was seen by some to be an industry-based Island and community, 
characterised by past mining operations and the primary industries sector. To others, King 
Island was an agrarian sanctuary away from the stress and pace of the rest of the world. The 
perceived level of industrialisation and development associated with the TasWind proposal 
also differed. While some felt the wind energy development was compatible with King 
Island, particularly due to the Island’s industrial heritage, the description of the TasWind 
proposal as a ‘wind farm’ was challenged by some who felt the proposal would turn King 
Island into a ‘wind factory’. 
Stereotypes and generalisations disguised the complexity of views.  People 
were stereotyped based on their stance on the TasWind proposal. There were broad 
generalisations that those in support of the proposal were the ‘old’ King Islanders who did 
not appreciate what they had to lose, and that those opposed were the ‘new’ King Islanders 
who lacked care about the future economic sustainability of the Island. However, these 
reasons and characterisations were acknowledged as being inconsistent with the real 
breadth of views held by people in the Island. Even so, these stereotypes and 
characterisations were used to understand and explain community responses to the 
TasWind proposal, and in so doing, undermined the ability to share perspectives across a 
range of opinions. 
Key consultative events exacerbated conflict.  The use of a vote to assess 
community support for proceeding with the feasibility study was a significant factor which 
contributed to social conflict. The vote meant that all people ‘had’ to decide to either 
support or oppose the proposal, meaning that any opinions in the ‘grey area’ had to ‘choose 
a side’. While some felt that the vote allowed all to have a say without needing to engage in 
public debate, others chose to abstain from voting in order to detach from the conflict 
about the proposal. Election-style campaigning about the vote meant that it was difficult to 
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escape the stress caused by the conflict about the TasWind proposal. The decision to 
proceed with the feasibility following the vote (after achieving 58.7% support when 60% was 
stated as a benchmark) led to major differences in opinion about the legitimacy of the 
proposal.  Additionally, establishing a community-based consultative committee without a 
third-party facilitator undermined perceptions of legitimacy of the committee.  
There were different perspectives on power.  The power to affect decisions about 
the TasWind proposal was viewed very differently by different people. Some felt that the 
approach to community consultation meant that the community was given unprecedented 
power in deciding their own fate. However, others felt that the community consultation was 
tokenistic, and that true power remained with Hydro Tasmania. This perspective saw the 
relationship between Hydro Tasmania and the community as a ‘David and Goliath’ story. 
The formation of the No TasWind Farm Group was considered by those involved as a 
necessary means to attempt to counter the perceived power imbalance between Hydro 
Tasmania and the community. However, others in the community felt that the formation of 
the No TasWind Farm Group served to create a new power imbalance between the group 
and the rest of the community.  
These findings speak to the complexity of large-scale land use changes, and how 
decision-making processes can affect communities. The insights outlined here are not the 
full story; context and detail are included in the descriptive report. While the descriptive 
report is intended to be a thorough representation of the perspectives and experiences 
explained in interviews, it too is just one window into the King Island experience during the 
time of the TasWind proposal.  
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Introduction to the descriptive report  
The purpose of this report is to describe the experiences of the King Island community 
during the time of the TasWind proposal in 2012-2014. The aim is to explicate a shared 
understanding of the events of the time, and to outline how the events of the TasWind 
proposal were perceived and experienced by the King Island community. The report does 
not aim to promote any particular outcome for the King Island community, nor does it aim 
to direct blame or culpability toward any person, group, or organisation. It is hoped that 
through learning about the experiences of the King Island community during this time, more 
will be understood about the impact of project proposals on local communities, and the 
practices for governing decisions around potential land use changes can be improved to 
promote social harmony and sustainable outcomes.  
This report documents the results of interviews conducted with King Island community 
members during March-April 2015. The identity of participants is confidential, and as a result 
some details have been traded-off at times in order to prioritise maintenance of participant 
anonymity. No direct quotations are included. The interviews were underpinned by a desire 
to understand the perspectives of all participants. In this way, responses were accepted at 
face value as a true representation of the participants’ experiences. All interviews were 
transcribed verbatim and analysed using a computer assisted qualitative data analysis 
software program, NVivo 10. This allowed for coding of themes within the interviews. For 
example all interview content related to the community vote was coded and then viewed 
together. Analysis of the themes was undertaken through examining each key phase or 
event, then outlining different perspectives, understandings, and reported impacts. These 
key phases and events were established iteratively during the process of conducting 
interviews, and are shown in figure 1. 
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Figure 1 The key phases and events during the time of the TasWind proposal. Phases are extended 
periods of time and are represented by rectangles. Events were distinct occurrences, and are represented 
by circles. 
Each of these phases and events are described in the following section. While not all 
phases or events are nominally of direct relevance to the TasWind proposal (e.g. abattoir 
closure), all included were found to be important to the story of the TasWind proposal 
from the perspective of the King Island community. This report does not attempt to present 
a definitive truth of the time during the TasWind proposal, but does attempt to present a 
range of perspectives from people with different experiences and relationships to the 
proposal in order to contribute to an integrative understanding of the time of the proposal 
and the experiences of the King Island community.  
In March-April 2015, interviews were conducted with 30 individuals in the King Island 
community. Sixteen participants were interviewed individually, while 14 were interviewed in 
pairs (7 paired interviews). Some interview participants were present at more than one 
interview session, though their participation was recorded only at their primary session.  
The average duration of all interviews was 71 minutes. The shortest interview was 23 
minutes and the longest was 143 minutes.  
As a researcher and visitor to King Island, I care about the people I met in King Island 
and the broader community which I found so welcoming and supportive. Throughout 
thinking, analysis, and writing, I have had at the forefront of my mind the kind faces of the 
people I met, and the potential of reporting on past, difficult, times to reopen old wounds 
and cause distress. I hope to do no harm to the King Island community, and I have 
endeavoured to ensure this report is fair to the participants and the King Island community 
by being true to what I learned during the interviews. I have a deep gratitude to the King 
Island community and the interview participants, and I hope this report will be a welcome 
contribution.   
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Prelude: Background to King Island  
An understanding of the social context within which any event occurs is critical to 
understanding the event itself. Some background information from the participants provided 
the social context which surrounded the TasWind proposal, and identified key attributes of 
King Island which were significant during the time of the TasWind proposal.  
Major themes which were discussed by participants were population decline and 
economic downturn. These characterised the challenges for King Island in the past, and 
represented gradual trends with rates peaking following specific events. For example, the 
closure of the Scheelite mine at Grassy in the 1990s led to people leaving King Island due to 
loss of employment, and also lowered economic activity in the Island due to the loss of 
income in the community.  
Also noted was a change from the past to the present, where the rates of volunteerism 
and participation in community organisations and events had declined. This was related to 
the decrease in population where there were fewer people to volunteer, and those who did 
volunteer found themselves more thinly spread, as individuals who were likely to volunteer 
their time would regularly be across several organisations, committees, or groups.  Paired 
with population decline is acknowledgment of an aging population – a not unfamiliar concern 
in regional Australia. Completion of the senior years (grades 11 and 12) of schooling 
requires either learning by correspondence or leaving for other parts of Australia, and with 
few local opportunities for employment outside of the primary industries and service 
industries, many young King Islanders leave the Island.   
The slowing of the King Island economy was related to flow on impacts on the general 
wellbeing of the community as a whole. Fewer jobs and more jobseekers saw parents taking 
on work which otherwise would have been done by their teenaged children, and general 
financial instability precipitated concerns about mental health. In a small community with 
clear borders, the cascading effects of job losses were felt throughout the community.   
These stressors were emphasised by the role of big business in local industry, for 
example the Managed Investment Scheme saw family farms become corporate farms, and 
there was a general trend toward fewer farmers but bigger farms. This indicated a significant 
change from the soldier settlement history of farming on King Island, where smaller farms 
were run by farming families. A poignant example of the impact of the decisions of ‘big ag’ in 
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King Island was the closure of the local abattoir by multinational company JBS in 2012, which 
saw 90 local jobs lost, and led to beef farmers needing to live-export their cattle from the 
Island rather than slaughtering them locally. Closure of the abattoir will be discussed in 
more detail in the following section.  
Long term population decline caused closure or downscaling of local services, and 
concern for continuation of this trend into the future. For example, member numbers of 
sporting groups and community organisations have been decreasing. The local schools and 
medical services are seen to require stabilisation of the King Island population, as a 
continued downward trend in population is expected to see the provision of these services 
become unreliable. At present, it can be necessary to travel off-Island for significant medical 
issues causing concern for the quality of medical care in an emergency situation, as well as 
the cost burden of seeking treatment off-Island.  
Although housing is affordable, the cost of living is high in King Island, with fuel, 
electricity (in fact it is legislated that islands in the Bass Strait can pay more for electricity 
than the rest of Tasmania), and produce higher than in other parts of Australia, unreliable 
internet, and with expensive freight on and off the Island. Shipping presents a major future 
challenge for King Island, with the ship which services the Island due to be replaced by a 
larger ship – which would not fit into King Island’s wharf at Grassy – in late 2016. At the 
time of research, there was no solution to the challenge for securing King Island’s shipping 
services.    
The community structure is seen to have changed from a past which was both more 
insular and more friendly, and which had some apprehension about development of tourism 
in King Island. There is also a perception held by some that King Islanders have an aversion 
to change. This may be reflected in opposition to a potential reopening of the Scheelite mine 
at Grassy, a possibility which was viewed by some as an important boon to the Island’s 
future.   
Development of the King island Dairy cheese brand was associated with a shift in 
perceptions of the Island (by King Islanders and outsiders) toward a ‘clean and green’ local 
identity. This associated with the growth in the local tourism sector and the in-migration of 
new residents, especially lifestyle migrants (or ‘tree changers’), symbolises the current mix 
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of primary industries (in particular dairy, beef, and kelp) with growing cottage industries, 
tourism, and lifestyle.  
This mix of industries and land uses is also representative of a range of perspectives on 
the future for King Island, with some believing that a major industry is needed to provide 
secure employment, and with others believing that the best option is further development 
of the tourism sector (particularly through prestige golf tourism). Others, again, feel a 
diverse range of locally-based economies across the primary industries, services, and 
tourism are preferable, but there is a widespread feeling that King Island needs ‘something’ 
to address the challenges of a declining population and economic downturn and their 
associated flow on effects. 
Despite the current and perceived future challenges for King Island, there is a great love 
for the place among its residents – both long-term and recent arrivals. The small community 
and the clear physical boundaries (i.e. King Island’s large moat comprising of the Bass Strait 
and the Southern Ocean) offer a unique sense of place and community, where the cohesion 
of a small population is complemented by the large size of the Island – the small town feeling 
still allows for people to have independence and freedom as King Island feels like one town 
which is 60km long. King Islanders are seen by long-term and more recent residents as 
being resourceful and capable people, perhaps by necessity of the physical isolation from the 
rest of Australia.  
The King Island community is seen to be a safe and secure place, where people are 
friendly and look after each other. However, the interconnectedness of the King Island 
residents can cause some challenges, such as a lack of anonymity, news and rumours 
travelling fast (regardless of whether or not this is desired by the person whom the news 
concerns), complex social relationships, and a tendency for ‘things to be magnified’ 
compared with other communities. Even so, these potentially negative aspects of small 
community life are seen to be minor in comparison to the benefits of a close-knit and active 
support network which many Island residents share. Transgressions were generally forgiven 
by the King Island community, too easily at times according to some, and the need to 
maintain functional relationships (e.g. for ongoing business and social harmony) could 
override open frustrations between King Islanders. The King Island community is also seen 
to be diverse, particularly with a tendency for travel-minded King Islanders to have visited 
many other parts of the world. King Islanders were reported to go a bit ‘coastie’ after a 
10 
 
while if they hadn’t left the Island for a holiday, but were pleased to return home after the 
trip.  
Both the community and the physical landscape were seen to contribute to a peaceful 
lifestyle for King Islanders. The mild climate and clean air and environment are highly valued 
by locals.  This feeds into the ‘clean and green’ image of King Island which is associated with 
the quality of produce from King Island and a relative lack of industrialisation, though is 
contested by some who see King Island as a modified landscape.  
These perceptions of what makes King Island special and unique are reflected in the 
ways that belonging to King Island affects the people of King Island. Many people discussed 
that their view that they are ‘King Islanders’, in that their belonging to the Island becomes 
part of their sense of self. Others discussed their relationship to King Island through their 
family history or connections, and there was some discussion about perceptions of 
authenticity, where unless you were born on the Island you would not be considered a 
‘true’ King Islander. These newer residents were referred to by some (both longer-term 
and more recent residents) as ‘blow-ins’ a term which could be light-hearted or pejorative 
depending on the context. ‘True’ King Islanders viewed their affinity to the Island as 
enduring over-time, and through their close familiarity with the Island’s past felt that they 
had good knowledge about the nature of the Island. ‘Blow-ins’ viewed their choice to 
relocate to King Island as a statement of how much they care about and value the Island. 
Some newer residents also viewed their status as a ‘King Islander’ as being reflective of 
whether they felt King Island was home, rather than their perceptions of how they fit into 
the established social structures in the King Island community. Somewhat similarly, King 
Islanders firmly associate themselves with King Island, rather than Tasmania (as their State 
jurisdiction) or Australia. Many participants explained that although King Island is formally 
part of Tasmania, King Islanders most certainly view themselves as being distinct from 
Tasmanians. Many King Islanders discussed their desire to participate in civic activities and 
voluntary organisations, and emphasised that after any amount of time off the Island there is 
a call to return. (I certainly found the transition from King Island to Tullamarine airport 
jarring, to put it mildly.) 
Although no community can be distilled into 1,500 words and be true to the 
complexities and depth of the place, the summary above outlines the participants’ points for 
discussion when asked to describe their relationship to King Island and what they feel is 
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special about King Island. Taken from these interviews, the content above sets the scene for 
the following description of the time of the TasWind proposal from the perspective of the 
King Island community.  
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1. Abattoir closure 
The closure of the King Island abattoir, though not formally associated with the 
TasWind proposal, was presented by interview participants as the first key event. The 
abattoir was closed suddenly in September 2012 by JBS (the multi-national company which 
owned and operated the abattoir following purchase of the abattoir from local beef 
producers in the past) causing the immediate loss of between 60-110 jobs. This led to some 
workers leaving King Island due to a lack of work, and for the King Island community more 
broadly the abattoir closure decreased financial security, caused concerns for mental health 
and emotional wellbeing, and devalued the local economy through the loss of wages. The 
closure of the abattoir meant that beef farmers no longer could have their cattle slaughtered 
locally, but instead must export the cattle live from King Island to an off-Island abattoir at an 
additional cost of around $100-130 per head of cattle. In addition to this direct cost on the 
beef farmers, land values also decreased due to the increase in operating costs for beef 
farmers.  
Along with the dairy industry, the beef industry with the King Island ‘brand’ and local 
processing was seen to be a central and significant primary industry for the Island.  Closure 
of the abattoir occurred suddenly and with no consultation following the scheduled 
shutdown for holidays, and while some believed the ‘writing was on the wall’ ahead of the 
announcement, many people felt anger and shock about the closure, and as a result felt 
panic and fear for the future.  
Although JBS is a private company, there was some belief that the decision to close the 
King Island abattoir had a political dimension. It was perceived that JBS was in a process of 
consolidating their abattoir facilities on the Australian mainland following closure of a few 
dozen abattoirs around Australia, and likely advised the Tasmanian Government about their 
intention to close the King Island and Longford (near Launceston in Tasmania) abattoirs. A 
belief held by some is that the Tasmanian Government chose to support closure of the King 
Island abattoir in exchange for continued operation of the abattoir at Longford, as Longford 
has a larger voting population than King Island. It’s important to note here that these 
perceptions about the political machinations of the abattoir closure were speculation, not 
certainties.  
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 Despite the King Island abattoir being closed, the building still stands in a prominent 
location (near the King Island Airport), locked up and out of use. JBS was reported to not 
allow any use of the facility, and Council is unable to enforce repurposing of the site. The 
closed abattoir stands as a visual reminder to the King Island community of the strain of the 
loss of the abattoir. Many people in the community are hopeful for the abattoir to be 
reopened, or for a new abattoir (possibly with facilities for processing multiple species) to 
be established in the Island.  
 The abattoir closure has made the King Island community feel vulnerable, and gave a 
sense of urgency to the need to find a solution to the gap in the local industry and economy, 
or to find a replacement industry. There was a widely held perception that closure of the 
abattoir caused the belief that ‘something’ was needed in order to secure King Island’s 
future.   
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2. The secret 
Following closure of the abattoir, rumours about a $2 billion project in King Island’s 
future started to circulate. It was expected that this project would bring a large financial 
windfall for the King Island Council, and benefit the community. Many were hoping it would 
be a new abattoir, or reopening of the closed abattoir. Some people indicated that the 
rumouring came from within the Island, and others indicated that they heard about the 
rumour from off-Island associates. However, for some time the King Island Council would 
not formally discuss any knowledge of the rumoured project. After the rumour had 
circulated within the community for some (unknown length of) time, a town hall meeting 
was held to discuss the closure of the abattoir at which a community member asked the 
Council to confirm the rumour. At this point the King Island Council representatives 
confirmed the rumour (without disclosing the nature of the project) with the caveat that it 
wouldn’t solve all of King Island’s issues. Although the Council representatives appeared to 
be in a difficult position in having a public question regarding the rumour, some participants 
felt that this secret project was announced at the town hall meeting in order to allay 
concerns in the community for the future of King Island given the closure of the abattoir.  
However, the timing of the secret project being confirmed so close after the closure of 
the abattoir was seen by some people to have amplified an already ‘hyper-emotional’ state in 
the community, where people who were already exhausted by and anxious about the 
closure of the abattoir had no time to recover from that shock before they were 
considering the potential of a secret, $2 billion, project in King Island’s future. Following the 
meeting where the secret was confirmed and became widely known, there was much 
speculation within the King Island community, and in the local and non-local media. The 
small community was viewed as well-suited to speculation on what the secret would be due 
to the interconnections within the community. A range of possibilities arose, including: 
another abattoir, an immigration or refugee centre, an offshore wave energy facility, a prison 
farm, nuclear waste storage, a sand mine, an intelligence/spy facility, and gas drilling.   
As these possibilities arose within the community, it was reported that discussions over 
dinner turned to arguments as the potential merits and drawbacks of hypothetical projects 
were debated. At this point, negative feelings and apprehension about the secret were 
starting to build within the community. People were nervous, and felt that such a large 
project would only be kept secret if it was a sinister project because it was believed that 
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something which was good for the community would be announced immediately. 
Reflections by some on the conduct of the mining industry in other parts of Australia led to 
concerns that the Council was entering into a legally binding agreement which would only 
be announced once it was finalised, leading to some suspicion within the community that the 
community would have no say in the secret project.  
The secret also caused some mistrust of the King Island Council, in that it was felt to be 
patronising that the Council announced a secret, but wouldn’t reveal what it was (regardless 
of legal restrictions on disclosure, or the public questioning which led to confirmation about 
the secret). Some also felt that the secret indicated a lack of regard for the community from 
the King Island Council, as people were making personal and business decisions which may 
be affected by the knowledge held by those in the Council, but not shared with the 
community. Whether or not the Council had a choice in the way the secret emerged, the 
impact of the secret was viewed poorly by most people, and by some was considered to be 
an important contributor to the following conflict which emerged in the King Island 
community during the time of the TasWind proposal.  
 The time during which the secret was debated was said to range from between a couple 
of months up to 6 or 12 months, and toward the end of this period many people were 
fatigued of the rumouring and speculation, with some people being kept awake at night 
wondering about what it would be. Toward the end of the period when the nature of the 
secret was not known to the King Island community, rumouring that the secret was in fact a 
wind energy development began to spread.  
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3. Announcement 
Around a fortnight after the secret had been rumoured to be a wind farm, in November 
2012, a community meeting was held to announce the project, jointly between the King 
Island Council and Hydro Tasmania (TasWind was a subsidiary company of Hydro Tasmania, 
and the proposal was also known as the TasWind project. For the sake of clarity in this 
report, Hydro Tasmania will refer to the organisation (both Hydro Tasmania and the 
TasWind subsidiary), and TasWind will refer to the proposal). The town hall meeting was 
advertised as being to reveal of what the rumoured project in the Island would be, and was 
very well attended, with King Islanders community members in the hundreds. The meeting 
included contributions from both the King Island Council and Hydro Tasmania, and 
subsequently was reported in the local and non-local news media, and shared widely on 
social media.  
The proposal itself was for a feasibility study (expected to take 1-2 years) of whether or 
not a large-scale wind turbine development was suitable for King Island (and vice versa). 
Hydro Tasmania stated their intention to adopt a consultative approach to the process, and 
indicated a community consultative committee would be established (this is discussed later 
in detail).   
During the town hall meeting at which the announcement was made, members from the 
community asked a range of questions relating to issues such as environmental and health 
impacts, questions which were viewed as being generally open-minded about the proposal.  
There was some cynicism, particularly among longer-term residents, about the likelihood of 
the proposal proceeding at all, as there was reported to be a history of major projects being 
proposed but not coming to fruition. Many people were disappointed when they learned 
that the secret was a proposal for a wind energy development, this was a result of 
speculation during the time of the secret where many people developed their preferences 
for what they hoped the secret would be revealed to be. Similarly, the debate and 
rumouring during the time of the secret and the associated negative feelings within the 
community meant that there was some aggression in the way the announcement was 
received among the community, and that some people (reported as being those who did not 
want to see major change in King Island) were ‘ready to hate’ the proposal at the time of 
the announcement, regardless of what it was revealed to be.  
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Some people reported others being excited about a proposal of that economic scale 
being possible for King Island. Others reported feelings of alarm, shock, disbelief, and feeling 
sickness to the stomach about the scale of the proposal at the announcement, and described 
an undercurrent of concern within the community. This concern was reported to be related 
to details which were unspecified at the announcement. Much of the detail provided in the 
announcement was reported to be conceptual, rather than specific. This can be explained by 
the proposal being in the pre-feasibility stage, meaning that specific details were not available 
as they were yet to be determined. Details such as the conditions in which the project 
would proceed to feasibility, the siting of turbines, the nature of landholder agreements, and 
hosting payments were reported to be not specified with certainty at the announcement, 
due to the intention to develop these details through a consultation with the community. 
However, the lack of specificity caused concern to many people who were perturbed by the 
uncertainty and were unsettled by the feeling that the limitations (e.g. scale, timeframe, 
financials, fairness) of the proposal were not clear.  
As a result of the nature of the secret and its relationship to the King Island Council as 
well as the announcement being a town hall meeting held jointly between the King Island 
Council and Hydro Tasmania, it was perceived by some that the King Island Council had 
promised support from the community for the project, and that the announcement was 
revealing a fait accompli father than a proposal for genuine consideration by the community. 
This was in part due to perceptions that a significant amount of planning had already gone 
into the proposal at the time of the announcement, that Hydro Tasmania was just ‘telling 
people what they wanted to hear’, and also due to the fact that Hydro was perceived to be 
ill-equipped to answer many questions (points which are somewhat contradictory, however 
the concern regarding pre-development related to the general project design, and the 
concern regarding the lack of details related to the specifics). It was reported that several 
questions from the community were unable to be answered, and instead were told more 
information would be sought (by Hydro Tasmania) and the answers would be provided 
later. While this to some can indicate transparency and an intention to avoid mistruths and 
factual errors, it was seen by some as an indication of a lack of professionalism, and created 
a bad first impression. This in turn was seen to indicate that Hydro Tasmania did not feel a 
high level of professionalism and preparation was required for the announcement due to a 
perceived belief that the King Island community would eagerly accept the proposal. A lack of 
answers to the more critical questions in particular provided further evidence to some 
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people that Hydro Tasmania did not expect any opposition from the community, so had 
prepared for ‘passive acceptance’. Additionally, most of the information presented was 
technical, and was seen to be inadequately addressing the emotional aspects of the proposal, 
meaning that many people whose concerns related to the impacts on community and 
lifestyle were not provided with any information from Hydro Tasmania at the outset which 
was of relevance to their subsequent appraisal of the proposal. So while Hydro Tasmania 
emphasised at the announcement that the proposal would proceed with strong community 
engagement, those who viewed the proposal as a fait accompli viewed the promise of 
consultation cynically; thinking that the space for community input would be limited to fine 
tuning the details of implementation, not actually having a say in whether or not the 
community wanted the proposal to go ahead.  
The vulnerable state of the community, particularly due to the abattoir closure, also 
contributed to this, with some people feeling that the presentation of the proposal by 
Hydro Tasmania at the announcement was as if it were a gift to the community which would 
fill the gap left by the closure of the abattoir. The timing of the announcement –soon 
following the abattoir closure – and the secrecy leading up to the announcement 
contributed to suspicion that the proposal would not be of benefit to the community, and 
that the King Island community needed to be in a vulnerable state in order to accept Hydro 
Tasmania’s proposal. Some people also felt the nature of the announcement indicated that 
Hydro Tasmania presented themselves as the saviour of King Island’s economy due to the 
abattoir closure, and the perception that Hydro Tasmania may have been capitalising on 
King Island’s misfortune generated cynicism and mistrust about Hydro Tasmania’s motives. 
This sentiment was also reflected in some people’s recollections of their own views at the 
time of the announcement, where they felt that King Island needed ‘something’ to happen, 
and that it was the wind energy development or nothing, as there were no alternative major 
development options available to King Island at the time.  
Hydro Tasmania’s approach of announcing the proposal ahead of the feasibility stage was 
perceived in different ways. Some people viewed the intention to consult ahead of feasibility 
as responsible, and an approach which allowed the community the opportunity to consult all 
evidence ahead of developing their opinion on the proposal. To these people, the feasibility 
study was viewed as a vehicle for a factual assessment of the evidence with regards to the 
potential benefits and impact of a large scale wind energy development for King Island. 
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Other people, especially those who felt quite immediately that they didn’t believe a large 
scale wind energy development was suitable for King Island, felt that consulting ahead of the 
feasibility stage was a ploy in order to obtain community support for an innocuous sounding 
study, to later be used disingenuously as a token of their ‘social licence to operate’. From 
this perspective, the pre-feasibility announcement with the intention to consult with the 
community was seen as a type of Trojan horse, where it was believed that once Hydro 
Tasmania had the community’s support for the feasibility study, the consultation would end 
and the proposal would proceed regardless of the community’s wishes.  
There was the perception that the nature of the presentation about the proposal was 
mismatched with the physical scale of the proposal itself. For example, the way the proposal 
was delivered was viewed by some to indicate a small scale development in a limited space 
in the Island, an approach not suited to a proposal of the scale of TasWind. This led to 
more mistrust, in that the announcement was seen to be underselling the impacts and 
consequences of the proposal for King Island. A lack of supporting information, such as the 
sound and visual materials which were provided subsequently during the consultative 
period, also contributed to confusion and mixed perceptions within the community about 
the extent of impacts of the proposal. Again, these details would be unlikely to be available 
at the pre-feasibility stage without making assumptions about the technical specifications of 
the proposal, which were expected to be developed in consultation with the community.  
A preliminary economic study was reported to have been presented at the 
announcement, but some people found this material difficult to access following the 
announcement when seeking further information. In addition to this, after the 
announcement many people wanted to know more information about the likely impacts of 
the proposal on King Island. No clear authoritative source was available, which made it 
difficult for some people to find reliable information with which they could develop their 
opinion on the proposal. The representatives from Hydro Tasmania were reported to have 
stayed in the Island overnight, and had made themselves available the day following the 
announcement to discuss any follow up questions. For people in the King Island community 
who were not present at the town hall meeting at which the announcement was made, 
these people generally learned about the proposal through the local and non-local news 
media, social media, and through their personal networks.  
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Many people reported polarisation within the King Island community from the time the 
proposal was announced at the town hall meeting. Some described the community as being 
virtually split in half, and that there was immediate opposition from many people. This was 
reported by some people to be perceived to be premature, in that not all information had 
been made available for appraisal at the time of the announcement. However, for those 
people who did feel an immediate unease about the proposal, this was related to concern 
about the scale of the proposal, feelings about how large companies engage with 
communities in major development projects, and their perceptions about compatibility with 
King Island in terms of landscape, lifestyle, and future industry. For these people, their initial 
shock at the time of the announcement grew overtime as they reflected on the proposal. 
The polarisation which was reported to be evident at the announcement characterised the 
nature of the deliberation phase following the announcement. 
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4. Deliberation  
Following the announcement, the TasWind proposal shifted into the deliberation phase. 
This time is characterised by a range of meetings and information exchange which were 
both community-driven and Hydro Tasmania-driven. Two major elements of this phase 
include the establishment of the TasWind Community Consultative Committee (TWCC) 
and the formation of the No TasWind Farm Group (NTWFG). Both of these are discussed 
in detail in following subsections.  
The deliberation phase began with community meetings organised by Hydro Tasmania, 
and it was reported that many people in the community wanted to learn more about the 
proposal following the initial announcement. Consultative meetings were organised early on 
in the deliberation phase, and a Facebook group was established by a King Island ex-pat 
unaffiliated with Hydro Tasmania as an online space to discuss the proposal. The local 
newspaper became an important medium for disseminating information and opinions, with 
the letters section of the local newspaper used by community members to publish their 
views about the proposal and about others in the community. The local newspaper also 
published notices promoting upcoming meetings, and reported on meeting agendas. 
Depending on the position held, some people viewed the local newspaper as presenting a 
balanced and fair account of the process, while others felt that the newspaper was biased in 
support of the proposal. An additional means for distributing information was through 
brochures and leaflets in the post, and many people distributed information and details 
about meetings through word-of-mouth.   
After the initial announcement, as meetings occurred the level of antagonism was 
reported to increase beyond that of the announcement meeting. A range of meetings were 
held, including forums at Currie, Naracoopa, and Grassy, and visits by Hydro Tasmania to 
different groups within the community, e.g. the school, aged care facility. Hydro Tasmania 
also reportedly approached individual landholders to assess interest in participation in the 
feasibility study. Many people became fatigued with the consultative process over time, and 
attendance at events such as these dropped off – it was reported that around twelve people 
attended one of the meetings held at Grassy. The first meeting following the announcement, 
in particular, was reported as being tense, with some members of the community standing 
up to make comments and having their comments dismissed as ‘rubbish’ by other 
community members. This hostile environment during the deliberation phase made some 
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people reluctant to engage with the process, with some people feeling that it was impossible 
to have a ‘civil discussion’. Public events were described as having many raised voices, bullish 
behaviour, and little negotiation between parties.  
Despite some very engaged members of the community, it was reported that there 
were many more who were distinctly disengaged – who didn’t attend meetings and didn’t 
write letters to the local newspaper or use other means for involvement. This may be 
related to the hostility which characterised the public deliberations, with some people 
reporting that a lack of attendance was a way to boycott the process. Disengagement may 
also have been related to the degree of polarisation in the community. It was felt by some 
that the volume of the voices arguing strongly in favour or against the proposal seemed to 
leave no room for someone in the middle, and that by presenting any form of opinion, even 
if it were a non-committal opinion, they would be branded as either a ‘pro’ or ‘anti’ person. 
As this could affect interpersonal and business relationships in the community, some people 
chose to not engage with the deliberations at all in order to avoid this. However, it was 
reported that the discussions at, and outcomes of, the meetings were spread through social 
networks after the meetings, so that those who were not in attendance would have some 
awareness of what occurred.  
Many of those who did attend meetings were unsure about the proposal, but not 
necessarily opposed, and wanted to learn more in order to inform their decision. Meetings 
typically involved presentations from Hydro Tasmania or presenters on specific topics 
brought in by Hydro Tasmania, followed by questions from the community. After the 
perception that the announcement was presenting a fait accompli, it was felt by some people 
that the subsequent meetings took a step back and focused on the community’s role in 
decision-making. Meetings were criticised by people who felt that answers to questions 
from the community were just telling people what they wanted to hear, and that difficult 
questions were avoided. Some people said that community members were asked to leave 
meetings if their questions were not considered appropriate, and that the Hydro Tasmania 
representatives were unable to answer questions regarding materials prepared by external 
consultants. When questions couldn’t be answered immediately, the Hydro Tasmania 
representatives indicated they would seek answers and get back to the questioner, however 
some people reported not receiving responses to their questions.  
25 
 
In contrast to these criticisms of Hydro Tasmania, some people reported that the lines 
of questioning from the community were repetitive, and felt that many of the questioners 
were not listening to the answers they received. It was suggested that some people would 
only hear the answer they wanted to hear, so when the comments from Hydro Tasmania 
did not suit the questioner’s wishes, the question would be asked repeatedly across several 
meetings in the hopes of a different answer. Additionally, questions were reported to be 
often asking about issues which had been explained the written materials which Hydro 
Tasmania had distributed throughout the community, e.g. information sheets in letterboxes. 
This led to the perception among some people that some community members were not 
accessing the information which had been made available to them.  
In the meetings, there was a view that Hydro Tasmania did not effectively educate the 
community in order to be able to appraise the proposal, and that the focus from Hydro 
Tasmania was on managing conflict and keeping people happy which distracted from 
providing information and correcting misunderstandings and false perceptions about the 
proposal. This point, however, contradicts with the perceptions from others who felt that 
Hydro Tasmania as the proposal proponents had a vested interest, and so were not in a 
position to provide unbiased information to the community.  
There was the feeling that questions asked of Hydro Tasmania which were of an 
affective nature, i.e. related to the emotional impacts of the proposal, were responded to 
with technical details. This made some people in the community feel that their concerns 
about amenity and social impacts were not understood by Hydro Tasmania. This related to 
the exclusion of amenity impacts in early economic impact reporting, and unfavourable 
views of a study commissioned by Hydro Tasmania about the impacts on the King Island 
‘brand’. Some felt that in contrast to the language used to describe development of a ‘wind 
farm’, the TasWind proposal was more of a ‘wind factory’ due to the expected scale of 
impacts on the King Island landscape. It was felt by some that Hydro Tasmania was not 
adequately listening to the community’s concerns, and that the response through published 
materials and answers to questions demonstrated this. Some specific remarks during 
community consultation events led to major concerns among some King Islanders. For 
example, a seemingly off the cuff remark by a Hydro Tasmania representative that the Island 
had the capacity to support 600 turbines, but the transmission infrastructure made this 
untenable caused some people to be concerned that a long term plan would be to continue 
26 
 
developing turbines beyond the 200-250 as stated in the proposal. There was also the 
concern that in this case, depopulation of the Island due to the disruption from so many 
turbines would be a positive outcome for Hydro Tasmania in that they would turn the 
Island into a ‘factory’ for wind power with no local community present. Comments such as 
these led to cynicism and mistrust of Hydro Tasmania, and suspicion of their longer term 
motives for the proposal.  
Perceptions about the honesty of Hydro Tasmania, and the transparency of their 
operations, were widely variable. Some people felt Hydro Tasmania were open and honest, 
and that despite being proponents of the proposal, Hydro Tasmania were moderate in their 
campaigning in support of the proposal and instead adopted a more neutral position to 
facilitate the community’s decision making. This perception saw information provided by 
Hydro Tasmania as being factual, and drawing from appropriately credentialed subject-
matter experts. When details were sought by the community, Hydro Tasmania were seen 
to be forthcoming with all information. Conversely, others viewed Hydro Tasmania as 
lacking in transparency and felt that adequate details were not provided to the community 
during the consultation meetings. Some people wanted to know the landholder payments 
which would be paid for each turbine hosted on lands, but these negotiations were reported 
to be private and this was not viewed favourably by people who expected full transparency. 
Some people also viewed higher-up political machinations as exerting an unpublicised 
influence on the proposal. This included relationships between Hydro Tasmania and the 
Tasmanian Government in relation to the abattoir closure, the renewable energy target 
scheme (RET, at the federal level), and long term plans for the TasWind proposal to extend 
an undersea cable from the main island of Tasmania, through King Island, and to Geelong in 
Victoria for the export of power. This was in addition to the plan to establish a cable from 
King Island through to Geelong as part of the TasWind proposal. The undersea cable issue, 
in particular, was seen to be a fundamental aspect of the proposal which was withheld from 
the community early on, but was revealed by the then Premier of Tasmania late in the 
process. 
During the deliberation period, Hydro Tasmania set up a shop front in the main street of 
Currie where community members could drop in to ask questions or discuss thoughts. The 
local Hydro Tasmania representatives were seen to be approachable and available for 
discussions, and it was reported that Hydro Tasmania engaged in discussions with specific 
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interest (e.g. industry) groups within the King Island community. The key Hydro Tasmania 
employees were engaged locally, with one Hydro Tasmania representative’s family moving 
to the Island for the duration of the proposal. The local Hydro Tasmania representatives 
were in general viewed favourably by people across the King Island community. However, 
there was a perception that the real power for decisions affecting the TasWind proposal sat 
with people based off-Island, higher up in the Hydro Tasmania management structure. There 
was a feeling that there were decisions occurring elsewhere which were undermining the 
decisions by the local Hydro Tasmania representatives. The community experienced some 
economic benefits during this time due to the presence of the Hydro Tasmania 
representatives, as well as the flights on and off the Island by other visitors engaged with the 
proposal.  
During the deliberation phase, Hydro Tasmania outlined the benefits which King Island 
would receive through development of the TasWind proposal. This included promises to 
contribute financially to reopening the abattoir, and the necessary upgrade of the port at 
Grassy in order to accommodate large transport ships which would bring in the turbine 
parts. These two issues, the abattoir redevelopment and expansion of the port presented 
opportunities for the King Island community to overcome major challenges for the future. 
These promises were seen by some people as appropriate and responsible, representing a 
large company’s contribution to the local community which would be supporting their 
industry (and also led to the perception that those who did not support the TasWind 
proposal were not supportive of local industry). However, to others this was seen as playing 
on the emotions of the local community, particularly at a time when the community was 
vulnerable. It was seen as a form of bribery, and there was the belief that a more 
responsible approach would have been to provide a payment to the King Island Council, for 
the Council and community to then decide how the funds were spent. Promising to 
redevelop the abattoir was seen as ‘patriarchal’ through not allowing the community to 
make its own decision about how to direct the potential financial benefits. Other financial 
contributions from Hydro Tasmania involved naming-rights sponsorship of the King Island 
marathon and walking event the ‘King Island Imperial 20’ which as a result was renamed in 
2014 to be the ‘Hydro Tasmania King Island Imperial 20’. Additional potential benefits to the 
King Island community included improvements to the roads and expected provision of high-
speed internet.  
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The payment scheme for the turbines was outlined as a three-tier system, where 
payments would be made to the turbine hosts, to neighbours, and an annual financial 
contribution would be made directly to a ‘community chest’ to fund community-wide 
improvement programs. To the people who were sceptical about Hydro Tasmania’s 
motives, this was seen to be indicative of a ‘well-oiled machine’ attempting to buy the 
community’s support, and were seen to be ‘paltry’ benefits to the community in comparison 
to the profit expected to be made by Hydro Tasmania.  
An activity in the early stages of the deliberation period included an interactive mapping 
session where community members were asked to mark on a map of King Island where 
they would prefer turbines were not located. This led to areas excluded from further 
planning by Hydro Tasmania, and demonstrated a widely shared desire to not have turbines 
developed along the west coast of the Island and around the towns. This meant the area of 
interest was primarily in the centre of the Island.  
Later in the deliberation period, Hydro presented visual and sound simulations to the 
community. The visual simulations included a range of photographs at locations in King 
Island, with superimposed turbines to demonstrate the visual impact from different 
distances. These large panoramic images were considered by some people to be very useful, 
though some felt that it would have been more beneficial earlier in the process. Other 
people felt the images were unreliable, and viewed the materials as propaganda rather than 
information. Sound simulations were provided by an external consultancy, and included a 
booth with surround sound where the sound impact would be demonstrated and compared 
to other sources of noise, such as a highway or passing train. However, as there are no 
trains or highways on King Island, comparisons such as these were viewed by some to be 
inappropriate for the local context. Some people felt that the materials were provided too 
late in the process, and that uncertainty about the visual impact early on added to 
community concerns and led to comparisons such as with the Cape Wickham Lighthouse. 
This was reported to mean that when the amenity and sound simulations were presented 
they were not accepted by those who had formed an unfavourable view of the proposal.  
At points during the deliberation phase, outsiders visited the Island to observe the 
proceedings and/or provide information to the King Island community to help with the 
community’s decision making. These people either visited of their own accord or were 
brought in by Hydro Tasmania, the TasWind Consultative Committee (TWCC) or the No 
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TasWind Farm Group (NTWFG). Though the TWCC and NTWFG are discussed in detail 
below, perceptions about the visitors are included here. Visitors included speakers with 
credentials in specific areas relating to the TasWind proposal, (e.g. birds and environment, 
community cohesion), people who had lived near turbines in other parts of Australia, 
advocates for renewable energy, and activists opposing wind turbine development. These 
visitors spoke at sessions organised by Hydro Tasmania, the TWCC, or the NTWFG. All 
visitors were received with mixed perceptions from the community. In general, those whose 
perspectives were supported by the points presented by the visitors viewed the visitors 
favourably (with the exception of a representative from an anti-wind activist group, who was 
viewed unfavourably by some (but not all) people who opposed the TasWind proposal as 
well as people who supported the proposal), and those whose perspectives were not 
supported by the points presented by the visitors viewed the visitors as unreliable or not 
suited to the local context. In particular, criticisms were that those who were brought in by 
Hydro Tasmania were viewed as not being independent of the project proponents, and 
those brought in by the NTWFG were viewed as being advocates rather than experts.  
Some people also questioned the rationale for the consultation process all together. This 
included perceptions that the community would have no input into decision making 
(regarding either whether the proposal went ahead at all or related specifically to siting of 
turbines if the proposal did proceed), and that the consultation process was just a public 
relations exercise ostensibly in pursuit of a social licence to operate. Some people felt that 
as a proponent of the proposal, Hydro Tasmania were operating as sales people with the 
goal of achieving project implementation, using community consultation as a means to pacify 
objections and overcome opposition. Although Hydro Tasmania explained their intention as 
being to examine the economic viability of the proposal, and if found viable to then assess 
whether it would fit with community wishes, scepticism about Hydro Tasmania’s intentions 
were reflected in the sentiment that the consultative process was pointless. This was due to 
the belief that the only thing which would matter was the economic case for or against the 
proposal. Others felt that Hydro Tasmania did everything ‘by the book’, and was ‘bending 
over backwards’ to meet community expectations. This was reflected in the perception that 
most companies would conduct their planning in secret, and then simply proceed with the 
formal approvals process for development without any community engagement whatsoever, 
leading to some people to question why Hydro Tasmania was being so maligned during the 
process.  
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It was broadly agreed that Hydro Tasmania was being experimental in their approach to 
community consultation, and some people saw the process as being one of learning for 
Hydro Tasmania. While this was viewed favourably by those who appreciated the process 
for encouraging community input in decision making, others indicated that they wished the 
experiment was conducted elsewhere. This may relate to the perception that it was the 
consultation process which led to division in the community, not the proposal itself. Some 
indicated that they felt the traditional adversarial approach of lodging a development 
application and then allowing submissions in opposition would have been more transparent 
than the consultative approach, and would have avoided the degree of social conflict which 
occurred.  
The community consultation was also viewed by some people as the cause for the 
project not proceeding. This is due to the length of time which was added to the proposal 
(meaning that the broader economic factors which were cited by Hydro Tasmania as the 
cause for the proposal not proceeding changed since the time of the initial announcement to 
be less conducive to the proposal – this is discussed later), and that the consultation process 
provided ‘too much’ opportunity for people to develop opinions, especially as it was seen by 
some that engaging the wisdom of the community was asking laypeople to address complex 
issues for which they didn’t have the expertise or knowledge. The process has also led to 
some people to be cynical about the process of consultation in a broader sense, after seeing 
the abattoir close with no consultation, then to see ‘nothing good’ come of the TasWind 
proposal which was highly consultative. Engaging in consultation with the community ahead 
of a decision on whether or not to proceed to the feasibility stage was viewed as an 
unnecessary complication by some people who felt that it made what was seen as a fairly 
innocuous process, i.e. a feasibility study, appear to be a bigger deal than it really was. 
Consulting about whether or not to proceed to feasibility was also viewed with mixed 
opinions. Some people felt that consulting ahead of feasibility was unnecessary, and that the 
feasibility study should have been conducted without engaging the community, and that 
consultation should have commenced after the feasibility study was complete, when all 
information was available. This was viewed as a way for the community to appraise a more 
complete proposal ahead of making their decision (i.e. consider whether there were too 
many turbines proposed, or if the proposed siting would have too great of an impact), and 
to avoid community angst during the pre-feasibility deliberation phase. In contrast to this 
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perspective, others felt that had feasibility occurred without consultation, and the proposal 
was announced with plans more clearly defined, then the community would have felt like the 
work was done in secret, and would have been unlikely to trust or embrace the proposal. 
Although the reason for consulting ahead of feasibility was stated as engaging with the 
community from as early as was possible in order to encourage empowerment in decision-
making, it was seen by some that the pre-feasibility consultation added to confusion about 
the proposal and caused misalignment of perspectives about the purpose for consultation. 
For the people who viewed consultation on the feasibility study as a ‘Trojan horse’ for the 
actual TasWind development, they engaged with the consultation as if it was consultation on 
the development. Because of mistrust of Hydro Tasmania’s intentions, these people felt that 
opposing feasibility was necessary in order to oppose the proposal and that if the proposal 
went to the feasibility stage, the community wouldn’t be given another opportunity to 
formally object. This relates to perceptions about the announcement presenting a fait 
accompli rather than a proposal for consideration, and suspicion about Hydro Tasmania’s 
motives for consultation. For example, some felt that Hydro Tasmania would seek 
community support for the feasibility study, then use this as a way to claim they had 
obtained the social licence to operate for the proposal as a whole.  
Due to these misaligned perceptions about the focus of consultation (i.e. the feasibility 
study compared to the proposal itself), discussions were reported to have been often 
derailed, where attention was shifted away from the question about feasibility and on to end 
stage details of project implementation. Some argued that this distinction was not made 
adequately clear by Hydro Tasmania, and that when discussions shifted from the question of 
feasibility to the details of project implementation, Hydro Tasmania should have been more 
forceful in redirecting the focus back to feasibility. Others also felt that this led to the 
intractability of debates between people who were supportive of the proposal moving to 
the feasibility stage (but not necessarily to implementation), and others who were opposed 
to the TasWind proposal itself.  
It was during the deliberation phase that many personal impacts were felt. Some people 
described local friendships and business relationships being strained, or ending, and division 
within families. High tension and hostility in public places made some people decide to 
withdraw from civic engagement, and to avoid being in public places unless absolutely 
necessary. Some King Islanders were reportedly personally targeted through undesirable 
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actions taken at their residences, or receiving unpleasant phone calls or letters from others 
in the community. There were reports that some people had difficulty sleeping at night, and 
would wake up with feelings of despair and not want to get out of bed in the mornings. 
Others described feelings of anger, anxiety, intimidation, and constant stress. Some 
explained that there were people in the community who felt unable to hold a stance on the 
proposal and maintain their employment due to stigma about their view. Some King 
Islanders were described as leaving the Island as a result of the TasWind proposal. These 
personal impacts were described as being related to the high stakes of the proposal (either 
feeling strongly in support or opposition), the social conflict in the community, and the 
extended uncertainty of the deliberation period. During this time, some people undertook 
activities which were described as being aimed at improving community morale, though 
apparently due to the mistrust in the community, these activities were not well received by 
others.  
Throughout the deliberation phase, there was a great deal of information exchange, and 
members of the King Island community had a range of questions relating to technical aspects 
of the proposal, including the size and limitations of an exclusion zone around residences, a 
sunset clause for the turbines, whether problematic turbines could be moved or 
disassembled after construction, and how impacts on amenity would be factored into 
economic modelling. The exclusion zone was reported to be planned at one kilometre 
around residences. To some people this was appropriate, though to others this was seen to 
be very close given the proposed size of the turbines, and there were also concerns about 
how turbines would limit future opportunities to construct residences (i.e., if a turbine 
would mean that no future development of residences or other facilities could occur within 
the exclusion zone around the turbine). Questions from the community about a plan for 
disassembly at the end of the turbines’ lifespan were reportedly not addressed, with some 
people who were in general open to the proposal feeling concerned about the impacts on 
the Island in 30+ years’ time. Others questioned how turbines would be managed if they 
were found to have a greater negative impact than was expected (e.g. potential impacts on 
wildlife), and reported not receiving a satisfactory explanation about whether turbines 
would be disassembled or relocated if this was the case. Some people, who did not like the 
look of turbines, reported being told that they would be advised where to plant trees in 
order to account for the disruption to their view. This was seen to be condescending and 
demonstrated a lack of understanding of the amenity concern.  
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There was also a belief held by some people that the TasWind proposal was just one 
piece of a larger proposal, which was connected with higher-level politics (as mentioned 
earlier). This perspective viewed the undersea cable which would have connected the 
TasWind proposal at King Island to a consumer market in Geelong, Victoria as the main 
goal of the proposal, with longer-term plans to extend the cable from King Island back to 
Tasmania, ultimately creating an undersea connection between Tasmania and Victoria. This 
was seen to be related to the current BassLink cable’s status at running near or at full 
capacity, and projections that Tasmania would be producing an oversupply of hydroelectric 
power into the future. Hydro Tasmania as a state government owned corporation was seen 
to be aiming to increase the amount of energy able to be exported from Tasmania through 
construction of a second undersea cable. Due to the high cost of the proposed cable, there 
was the view that the cable was packaged with the TasWind proposal in order to obtain 
funding support from the federal government’s financing for renewable energy projects (a 
somewhat related perspective was that due to the cost of the undersea cable, a proposal of 
the scale of the TasWind proposal was necessary in order to recoup the costs of the cable 
and make the proposal potentially profitable). The perception that the TasWind proposal 
was part of a larger plan to develop a second undersea cable connection between Tasmania 
and Victoria was fuelled by statements made by the then Premier of Tasmania that ‘Stage 2’ 
of the TasWind proposal was an undersea cable which would link King Island back to 
Tasmania. This was reported to have been stated well into the deliberation phase, 
demonstrating to some people that there were hidden agendas driving the proposal, and 
that transparency was lacking. In this way, people who viewed the TasWind proposal as part 
of a larger undeclared project saw the TasWind proposal as a means to achieve the second 
undersea cable link between Tasmania and the Australian mainland, and saw the King Island 
community as the ‘casualties’ of this project.  
The expectation that the TasWind proposal would provide high-speed internet to King 
Island was seen to be both a direct benefit to the King Island community, and as a potential 
pathway to flow-on benefits. This was built on the belief that optical fibre connections 
would be laid as part of the cable connecting King Island to Victoria, and that establishment 
of the TasWind proposal would have made King Island appealing to large communications 
companies, such as Google, for hosting ‘cloud’ servers due to availability of high-speed 
internet and renewable energy (due to comparisons with a Norwegian island with a large 
wind energy facility hosting ‘cloud’ servers). This potential outcome was reported to have 
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been raised by a visiting renewable energy advocate who was described as having spoken 
with Google or Facebook. 
The climate change context for renewable energy development was reported by some 
people as being conspicuously absent. Hydro Tasmania were reported to have not 
promoted the links between the TasWind proposal and climate change, and the NTWFG 
also framed their perspective as being outside of climate change; making the issue about the 
local context. The potential for the TasWind proposal to contribute to a reduction in 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was a merit of the proposal to some people, and some 
saw that King Island could have become a ‘beacon of hope’ for renewable energy and action 
on climate change. This was particularly related to the resource intense freight and air travel 
for King Islanders, with the TasWind proposal viewed as a way to make a positive 
contribution to reducing GHG emissions. Others viewed the proposal in terms of it being 
wind power as opposed to coal power, and saw that wind was a preferable option due to 
the comparatively high emissions of coal. However, the TasWind proposal was seen by 
some other people to be a way for energy consumers in cities to appease their guilt about 
their high GHG emissions lifestyles, by urging development of wind energy facilities in rural 
places like King Island. In this way, the climate change context saw the TasWind proposal as 
a burden to be carried by King Island for the benefit of consciences in the cities. Other 
people, again, viewed the links with climate change as being a further demonstration of the 
perceived needlessness of the TasWind proposal, this was related to the belief that wind 
turbines are not actually effective in reducing emissions due to issues relating to the amount 
of energy generated, and the resources required during construction and operation. 
Associated with this, there were also issues related to which sectors of society benefit from 
renewable energy development, and links between major political parties, superannuation 
funds, and the policies promoted by the parties was seen to demonstrate this (this relates to 
views on the influence of higher-level political processes on the TasWind proposal, as 
discussed earlier and again later).   
Some people reported on the approaches of the King Island Council and the Chamber 
of Commerce. The King Island Council was criticised for what was viewed as disengagement 
in the process. Some people felt that the Council should have taken a stronger role in local 
leadership during the deliberation period, stating disappointment at the apparent lack of 
interest in participation. Others felt that the Council did the right thing in efforts to remain 
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neutral throughout the process, and to allow the community to make their own decisions 
without influence from the Council. The Chamber of Commerce was reported to have 
remained neutral about the proposal, however the members formed a group which would 
have served to negotiate on behalf of King Island if the TasWind proposal was to go ahead 
to implementation. This was aimed at ensuring the community got the best deal possible out 
of the proposal.   
4a. The TasWind Consultative Committee (TWCC) 
The TasWind Consultative Committee was established by Hydro Tasmania to serve as 
an intermediary group between Hydro Tasmania and the King Island community. The 
TWCC formed in early 2013 (following the announcement in November 2012), and was 
comprised of 17 people from the King Island community. The members were recruited 
through Hydro Tasmania advertising for people to submit an Expression of Interest for 
participation (in late 2012, with invitations to nominate to particular members of the 
community, via the Council with the aim to bring in some of the unofficial community 
leaders), and nominees provided a written submission outlining their desire to be part of the 
committee. The TWCC was reported to have met weekly or fortnightly throughout the 
time of the TasWind proposal, and that the duration for the TWCC was longer than was 
anticipated (some people felt that the TWCC stopped meeting following the community 
vote (discussed in detail later), and others felt that the TWCC stopped meeting at the time 
of the announcement that the proposal wouldn’t proceed). 
Hydro Tasmania set the rules for the TWCC via Terms of Reference which included 
respect for all people and opinions. The TWCC was allowed to operate independently with 
little input from Hydro Tasmania, and the committee received financial support and 
resources from Hydro Tasmania to undertake their activities (it was reported that the 
TWCC negotiated with Hydro Tasmania to obtain some degree of the available funding in 
addition to initial agreements). The TWCC undertook a range of activities, including: 
organising community meetings to identify community questions; research on community 
questions (independent of information provided by Hydro Tasmania) and dissemination of 
findings to the community; organising visiting speakers to provide information to the King 
Island community; engaging with economic reporting conducted by an external consultant to 
Hydro Tasmania; overseeing the community vote process (discussed below); and travelling 
to visit a wind energy operation on a learning mission. A chairperson, deputy and secretary 
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for the committee were elected from among the committee members at the first meeting of 
the TWCC. 
Some people felt that the establishment of the TWCC was a reactive measure after 
Hydro Tasmania encountered opposition at the time of the announcement. There was a 
perception that Hydro Tasmania was uncertain about the purpose of the TWCC, which led 
to the TWCC’s role growing based on the committee members’ initiatives. Some people 
felt that the TWCC was planned to be ineffective, and was an exercise by Hydro Tasmania 
to improve their image and achieve pre-determined aims of support from the community. 
As it was reported that the King Island Council was fairly uninvolved with the deliberations 
during the time of the TasWind proposal, some people viewed the TWCC as filling the gap 
left for a body representative of the community.  
An early aim of the TWCC was to determine what was important to the King Island 
community in relation to the TasWind proposal, and what questions the community wanted 
answered about the proposal. It was reported that the TWCC found protection of King 
Island’s sense of community as being most valued, and that the community wanted to learn 
how other communities had been affected by wind energy developments. The TWCC 
reportedly liaised between Hydro Tasmania and the community to report the community’s 
concerns, with no regard for whether the concerns were representing pro-wind or anti-
wind issues. In this way, some members of the TWCC were reported to view the 
committee as a body neutral from Hydro Tasmania and which served to represent the King 
Island community and pursue the community’s interests, regardless of how those interests 
aligned with the TasWind proposal.  
Perceptions about the committee members and their neutrality in relation to the 
TasWind proposal were mixed. There were a range of perspectives, including that the 
TWCC was primarily comprised of anti-wind people, and that the TWCC was primarily 
comprised of pro-wind people. There were others who felt that pro-wind people were 
sought by Hydro Tasmania for participation with some token anti-wind people included to 
give the impression of balance. Other people felt that the TWCC was ‘hijacked’ by anti-
wind interests, and that the committee did not present neutral information to the 
community about the proposal. Some people viewed the distribution of power within the 
committee as being hierarchical, and indicated a perception that those within the committee 
who held the power were promoting anti-wind interests. For the people who viewed the 
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TWCC in this way, they felt that Hydro Tasmania should have exerted more control over 
the conduct of the group to steer the TWCC toward a more neutral position. Others felt 
that the TWCC should have been headed by a third-party facilitator, with no prior 
connections to King Island or to Hydro Tasmania. It was argued that this would have 
improved the perceptions of neutrality and therefore reliability of the TWCC’s findings.  
These perceptions of a lack of neutrality in the TWCC were considered by some to 
have contributed to the divide in the community more broadly during the time of the 
TasWind proposal, and this was related to feelings of polarisation and contested 
information. For example, the committee was viewed as being split between pro-wind and 
anti-wind people, which led some people to view the messaging from the TWCC as mixed 
and therefore not authoritative. The perception that the TWCC was split between pro-
wind and anti-wind was also the cause for some people to believe that the TWCC was 
ineffective in achieving its aims.  An example of this was reporting of outcomes from a 
TWCC fact-finding visit to an operational wind energy development in north east Tasmania 
to observe visual and sound impacts, and to learn about the environmental impacts and 
management of the local wildlife. It was felt by some that the split in perceptions about the 
visit (viewing the wind energy development either favourably or unfavourably) led to the 
findings not being communicated effectively to the community, i.e. the lack of consensus 
within the group meant that there was no clear message from the TWCC to the 
community.  
Some TWCC members were reported to have ‘declared their interests’ in terms of 
their support for or opposition to the TasWind proposal. While it was widely accepted that 
as community members it was appropriate for these people to have their personal 
perspective, it was felt that their stance being known undermined the reliability of the 
TWCC. For this reason, some TWCC members reportedly maintained public neutrality 
about their stance on the TasWind proposal until well after the proposal had been 
announced to not be proceeding. There was also the perception that some members of the 
TWCC had close connections with non-members, meaning that before the TWCC had 
officially distributed information, these details were being disseminated through unofficial 
channels, and it was reported that this unofficial dissemination of information was at times 
misconstrued or was not accurate in representing the TWCC’s findings. Additionally and 
somewhat contrarily, some people felt that there was little informational output from the 
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TWCC, and that the committee kept their research findings to themselves. When research 
was undertaken by the TWCC, it was reported that some people perceived the research to 
be biased, in that some TWCC members were validating their beliefs rather than seeking 
objective information. Other criticisms of the TWCC included that there were too many 
people on the committee, and that this undermined the effectiveness of meetings and 
discussions. It was also felt by some people that the amount of resources available to the 
TWCC was far lower than that available to Hydro Tasmania, meaning that the TWCC’s 
information could not compete with that provided by Hydro Tasmania. This was viewed as 
important in maintaining independence of the TWCC from Hydro Tasmania, though some 
people felt the relationship between the TWCC and Hydro Tasmania was more adversarial 
than simply independent.  
Despite perspectives that the TWCC was biased (whether this was in favour or against 
the proposal) or ineffective, other people felt that the committee did a good job, had well-
informed members, and that helpful information was provided to the community to assist 
with the community’s decision making process. For example, some people felt that the 
TWCC was responsive in finding answers to community questions without attempting to 
steer the community’s decision-making process, though felt that the community had a 
responsibility in actively seeking information from the TWCC as well as passively receiving 
it. It was also felt that the TWCC operated in a way which brought benefits to the 
community, particularly through negotiating with Hydro Tasmania in order to promote the 
community’s wishes. By some, the TWCC was seen overall to have done good things for 
the community, and that it was a valuable part of the deliberation process. This may be 
reflected by relatively high attendance at TWCC organised meetings (up to 160-180 people 
were reported to have attended some of the TWCC meetings), where it was reported that 
attendee numbers were generally higher than the numbers of people attending other 
meetings such as those organised by Hydro Tasmania or the No TasWind farm Group.  
While the number of attendees at TWCC meetings were viewed as high in comparison 
to other meetings, the numbers were viewed by some as being low in proportion to the 
Island’s population. This may reflect the trends discussed earlier of disengagement by some 
people. It was reported that some people avoided all deliberative events, including the 
TWCC meetings, as they did not want to be involved in the social conflict. It was also 
argued that the format of the TWCC, as a large committee group, and the associated 
39 
 
information meetings, alienated people who were less comfortable speaking up in a public 
forum. Some people also indicated that the nature of the group attracted people who had 
more outgoing personalities, and so the perspectives of people who were reluctant to be 
publically visible were not captured.  
For those who were engaged directly with the TWCC, it was reported that some felt 
they gained skills and knowledge throughout the process, including technical knowledge and 
understandings about how people operate in controversial situations with power dynamics. 
However, it was also reported to be an experience which came with a high personal cost, 
including the time commitment over many months and emotional exhaustion. Some people 
reported that some TWCC members experienced harassment, particularly via social media, 
with regard to their position on the TasWind proposal.  
The TWCC was reported to have engaged with Hydro Tasmania in negotiating the 
terms of the community vote (discussed below), however the most contentious aspect 
discussed was the speakers brought to King Island by the TWCC. Because the community 
had indicated a desire to learn about impacts on other communities, speakers were sought 
who could discuss their personal experiences of living near a wind energy development. A 
prominent anti-wind activist was reported to have been identified by some members of the 
TWCC as being a potential visiting speaker. It was also reported that when the activist was 
contacted, a further two speakers were recommended in addition to the activist, who were 
residents near wind energy developments in other parts of Australia (referred to here as 
the ‘residents’). However, within the TWCC, some members were unhappy with the 
activist being invited to speak, as the activist’s claims are highly contested in the broader 
discussions regarding wind energy developments in Australia (other members of the TWCC 
indicated they felt the activist had been unfairly vilified). When some members of the 
TWCC learned that the three invited visiting speakers were likely to be presenting a 
negative view of wind energy developments, these members sought to rescind the invitation 
to the prominent activist, and seek an alternative speaker who would present a positive 
perspective in order to ‘balance out’ what they expected would be negative perspectives 
from the other two speakers.  
Although it was reported to have been highly controversial in the TWCC, the invitation 
to the prominent activist was withdrawn, and an alternative speaker was invited. The panel 
session was conducted with the two residents (who were reported to have discussed 
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negative health and wellbeing impacts) and the additional speaker (who was reported to 
have discussed positive financial and community development impacts). To members of the 
community who were not closely engaged with the deliberations, this session was viewed as 
presenting a range of perspectives outlining both the positive and negative potential 
outcomes. To people who were supportive of the proposal, the meeting was viewed as 
being skewed toward negative perspectives, and to people who were opposing the proposal, 
the meeting was viewed as including two reliable speakers (the residents) and an unsuitable 
speaker. The anti-wind activist was reported to have visited the Island despite not speaking 
at the TWCC session, and instead spoke at a No TasWind Farm Group meeting (this is 
discussed later). The controversy within the TWCC regarding the invited speakers was 
reported to have splintered the committee to some extent, leading to perceptions that the 
TWCC was operating in a non-coordinated way.  
A further undertaking of the TWCC was to commission a review of an economic study 
which was conducted by an external consultant engaged by Hydro Tasmania. The original 
economic study included trends in the community (such as those outlined at the start of this 
report), and compared the economic situation for King Island with projections of the status 
quo compared to projections if the TasWind proposal went ahead. The TWCC sought 
funding from Hydro Tasmania to engage a second external consultancy to review the 
economic study. This was reported by some as being a matter of process to verify the 
information received, though to other people it was highly controversial. The second 
external consultancy was engaged to review the economic study, and also to include the 
potential economic contribution of proposed future golf course development. It was 
reported that there was an assumption built in to the second economic study that the golf 
courses were incompatible with the TasWind proposal (this is a contentious claim – some 
people felt the golf courses were being used to further the case of those who were opposed 
to the TasWind proposal while others felt that the golf courses were genuinely incompatible 
with the proposal, but were unable to make public statements to that effect due to a 
reluctance to engage in a locally controversial issue), and as a result the terms of reference 
for the second economic study differed from those of the first economic study. Some 
people felt that the figures stating the economic benefits to flow from golf course 
development were overstated in the second economic study, and it was reported that the 
author of the first economic study was not given an opportunity to reply to the second 
study. The inclusion of the golf course development (disputes about the suitability of the 
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figures aside) was seen by some as being a distraction – that the economic study should 
examine specifically and only the impact of the TasWind proposal on projections to the 
current status of King Island, while to other people inclusion of the golf course development 
was seen to be a necessity in order to present a complete picture of the future economic 
situation for King Island. It was reported that the TWCC held a public meeting to discuss 
the findings of the economic studies, and that written materials outlining the findings were 
made available for community members to take. However, despite this, some people from 
outside of the TWCC felt that the results weren’t shared with the community.  
4b. The No TasWind Farm Group (NTWFG) 
During the deliberation phase and in addition to, and separate from, the Hydro 
Tasmania-led formation of the TWCC, a group of concerned community members formed 
to oppose the TasWind proposal, the No TasWind Farm Group (NTWFG). The NTWFG 
undertook a range of activities and campaigned against the TasWind proposal.  It was 
reported that at the time of the announcement, some King Islanders felt concerned about 
the nature of the proposal so an unofficial meeting was arranged where these concerns 
could be discussed. At this unofficial meeting, which around 100 people were reported to 
have attended, the levels of concern led to the formation of the NTWFG. However, 
although the members of the NTWFG continued to discuss their concerns in the interim, 
formal incorporation as a group was not until February of 2013. To people who were not 
members of the NTWFG, the group formation was perceived as being very quick following 
the initial announcement, with some reporting that the NTWFG seemed to form 
instantaneously.  
For those who were members of the NTWFG, it was reported that their motives for 
group formation included that they felt a group was necessary in order to effectively 
counter the power and resources of Hydro Tasmania, and that through working together 
with others who shared the same concerns they would be more likely to be effective in 
expressing their displeasure about the proposal, and opposing progression to the 
implementation stage. Most people felt that the NTWFG membership came together based 
on holding a shared stance in relation to the TasWind proposal (as opposed to being pre-
existing social cliques or friendship circles). It was also reported that some members felt 
that a formal group was necessary in order to demonstrate to Hydro Tasmania that they 
were committed in their opposition, and that their concerns should be taken seriously.  
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Perceptions about the membership base of the NTWFG were varied, both from within 
the NTWFG and from those outside of the NTWFG. A common characterisation of the 
NTWFG from those who were not NTWFG members was that the NTWFG were newer 
King Island residents, often retirees who were wealthy and didn’t have younger family 
members growing up in the Island. This drew on the pre-existing social category of the 
‘blow Ins’, indicating newcomers to the King Island community. However, many people 
(both NTWFG members and non-members) also described diversity within the NTWFG 
membership, stating that the group were ‘strange bedfellows’, with a range of ages and 
worldviews, and people with different lengths of residence in the Island.  
These contradictory perceptions were reconciled through differentiation between the 
NTWFG leadership, the less active members, and the non-member group supporters. The 
diversity of membership when reported tended to refer to the broader categories, where 
group supporters and less-active members were included, whereas characterisations tended 
to be based on those who were most visible in representing the NTWFG. At times, the 
characterisations of the most visible members were extended to the group more broadly, 
and those who were found to not fit with that characterisation would be described as an 
outlier (this was also the case for the NTWFG leadership, as there was variation in the 
leadership across those attributes characterised, and the deviation from the characterisation 
was explained through other justifications). For example, when the NTWFG was being 
characterised as being comprised of the ‘blow Ins’, long-term King Island residents who 
were identified as being NTWFG members were described as having different 
characteristics which made sense of their membership of the NTWFG. Other perceptions 
about the NTWFG membership from non-members included the view that they were 
focused on financial wealth ahead of other interests, that they were ‘hard core greenies’ 
who would oppose anything with an impact on the environment, and that the NTWFG was 
very unified. The difference in perceptions about who were the NTWFG reflects the 
diversity in the group, which may have meant that non-members saw a range of different 
types of people and motivations which informed their perceptions about the group.  
To some non-NTWFG members, the group was viewed as being just a small group with 
a handful of members, though it was stated that there were around 40-50 formal members, 
and around 400 people in King Island who were opposed to the TasWind proposal (who 
may have formally or informally supported the NTWFG, or who may have opposed the 
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TasWind proposal but not supported the NTWFG). It was reported that people who were 
the less-active, but formal, members of the NTWFG felt confidence in the leadership of the 
group, and were happy to remain less directly involved but provide support socially and 
financially when needed. This may have contributed to perceptions from non-members that 
the group was comprised of only a handful of people, as it was a smaller number of NTWFG 
members who were most active and visible through the time of the TasWind proposal. A 
NTWFG petition aimed at preventing the TasWind proposal from proceeding to the 
feasibility stage was reported to have received around 440 signatures.  
Some NTWFG members were reported to be landholders who resided off-Island. This 
was described as a point of contention for many non-NTWFG members, as these 
landholders were seen to be promoting their wishes for King Island without being engaged 
with the local community. Some people were also concerned about those off-Island 
NTWFG members who were considered to be exceptionally wealthy, in that financial 
support from these members was seen to provide resources to the NTWFG which were 
disproportionate to the proportion of the King Island community they were representing. 
However, for those who were reporting on the perspectives of NTWFG members, the 
financial contributions of wealthy off-Islanders were seen to be helping those local NTWFG 
members who didn’t have the resources to make financial contributions to the level 
required to fund the campaign activities and resources. Despite this, some non-NTWFG 
people were reported to see the NTWFG as unduly influenced by outside interests, 
including those off-Islander landholders making financial contributions, and some external 
activist groups (the anti-wind activist group, as discussed earlier).  
Some people viewed the NTWFG as the natural home for anyone who opposed the 
TasWind proposal, though some assumptions about opposition to the TasWind proposal 
were reported for some people in the community who were described as being undecided. 
Overtime, people who reached agreement with the NTWFG perspective, or felt that the 
group reflected their own opinions, became members, many of whom made financial 
contributions. It was also reported that over time, the membership declined to some 
extent. This was described as being related to general time pressures for some people who 
could no longer sustain NTWFG membership among their other daily life activities, and for 
others as being a result of displeasure with the conduct of the NTWFG. While the broader 
membership changed, the core group of NTWFG leadership and members remained active. 
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For those who instigated the NTWFG, and for those who joined over time, being a member 
of the NTWFG was seen as a way to strengthen their voice in opposition to Hydro 
Tasmania. For some people, NTWFG membership was viewed as a way to find out the 
‘truth’ of the TasWind proposal through placing pressure on Hydro Tasmania, and to 
challenge the proposal in the way it was presented (i.e. scale), though not necessarily to 
unconditionally oppose development of wind energy facilities in King Island. 
The NTWFG membership became known to the broader King Island community due to 
photographs of meetings indicating who was present, and as a result of the NTWFG email 
list being distributed outside of the group. This included those less-active members who 
would attend meetings, but remained mostly uninvolved with NTWFG campaign actions.  
There were broad perceptions about the NTWFG that the group was unwilling to 
compromise on the TasWind proposal. Non-NTWFG members saw the NTWFG as having 
their minds made up early, and being closed to new information which was contrary to their 
stance. This was reported to frustrate some non-NTWFG members, who felt that the 
NTWFG would not acknowledge potential benefits of the TasWind proposal, and saw this 
as closed-mindedness. It was reported that the NTWFG would not negotiate or bargain in 
relation to the TasWind proposal. The definitiveness of the NTWFG stance on the 
TasWind proposal was seen by some to be an ‘easy option of just saying no’. In response to 
the campaigning by the NTWFG at the pre-feasibility stage, some people viewed the 
NTWFG as being opposed to knowledge and information. This was because there was a 
view held by many non-NTWFG members that the information which would come from the 
feasibility study was needed in order to make an informed decision about the proposal.  
To many of the NTWFG members, the TasWind proposal was incompatible with King 
Island, and was viewed as a proposal to industrialise the landscape from its agrarian state. 
This was in part due to the large scale of the proposal, both in terms of the size and number 
of turbines. As many NTWFG members were reported to be suspicious about the 
trustworthiness of Hydro Tasmania, opposition to the feasibility study was viewed as the 
first step in opposing the TasWind proposal’s implementation. Many NTWFG members felt 
that if the proposal went to feasibility with the community’s support and was found to be 
economically viable, then the proposal would proceed to implementation regardless of the 
community’s wishes. It was reported that some people said they would leave the Island if 
the proposal proceeded to implementation. Non-NTWFG members viewed the NTWFG as 
45 
 
passionate and extreme in their stance, and some felt that they were desperate in their 
opposition to the proposal. This was seen to close down discussion about the potential 
merits of the TasWind proposal, and led to the perception that the NTWFG members felt 
that if you weren’t 100% with them, you had to be against them. This caused some 
friendships to be strained between NTWFG members and non-members. The NTWFG was 
seen to be broadly pro-tourism and pro-golf (some people felt that golf development being 
seen as an incompatible alternative to the TasWind proposal meant that the golf 
developments were supported by some with very little scrutiny of the claims about benefits 
to King Island. The NTWFG was also viewed as having quarantined the discourse around 
the TasWind proposal from discussion on climate change. Some non-members viewed this 
as a way to exclude the climate change related arguments in support of the TasWind 
proposal, while some NTWFG members reported this as a necessity in order to discuss the 
proposal in terms of its local impacts on King Island without diversion to global-scale 
debates.   
Outside of the TWCC, which was instigated by Hydro Tasmania, the NTWFG was the 
only community-based group to form in relation to the TasWind proposal. There were 
reports of an informal ‘yes camp’, which tended to be a nebulous group of the vocal 
supporters of the TasWind proposal. Based on reports, the ‘yes camp’ was a grouping 
applied to vocal supporters by other people, not a grouping adopted formally (or informally) 
by the people categorised as ‘yes camp’ members themselves. This informal grouping did not 
undertake any specific actions to try to ensure the proposal proceeded, though it was 
reported that some people who were considered to be in the ‘yes camp’ made personal 
attacks against some NTWFG members, and would be forceful and overpowering when 
discussing the proposal people with people who were undecided or opposed. Both the ‘yes 
camp’ and the NTWFG, were described by some to have employed convenient reasoning in 
support of their stance, and scare tactics. Overall, it was viewed that people who supported 
the proposal tended to ‘do so silently’, with a small handful of vocal supporters classified as 
the ‘yes camp’. There was the view that the absence of a formal pro-TasWind group in the 
community meant that it seemed that the NTWFG would oppose anyone who wasn’t 
openly anti-TasWind, even if they were undecided or ambivalent about the proposal. 
Much like the characterisations of the NTWFG, the characterisations of the ‘yes camp’ 
would draw from the most visible people associated with this informal group, and be used 
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to describe generally those who were associated in one way or another with that stance. 
This is important to note at this stage, because the focus of the NTWFG campaigning was 
viewed differently by those within the NTWFG, those who were considered part of the ‘yes 
camp’, and those who were more disengaged with the process. 
To the NTWFG members, their campaigning was directed toward Hydro Tasmania. 
Campaign actions aimed to demonstrate to Hydro Tasmania the vehemence of their stance, 
and commitment to oppose the proposal. To people who would be considered part of the 
‘yes camp’, the NTWFG were seen to adopt an election-style campaign which was focused 
on the undecided members of the King Island community, attempting to convince them to 
oppose the TasWind Proposal. To non-NTWFG members who also wouldn’t be considered 
part of the ‘yes camp’, the NTWFG campaigning was viewed as an election-style campaign, 
though it was seen to be directed at the King Island community as a whole. These different 
views of the aims of the NTWFG campaign represent a significant misalignment of 
perceptions between those within the NTWFG and those outside of the NTWFG. For the 
NTWFG, their group formation, finance raising, and campaign activities were viewed as 
means to ‘balance the scales’ in their opposition to Hydro Tasmania. To the rest of the King 
Island community, the NTWFG were seen to campaign at the community (particularly in 
relation to the vote which was held, which is discussed in detail below) in a way which was 
seen to create a power imbalance between the NTWFG and the rest of the King Island 
community.   
The NTWFG undertook a range of activities throughout their campaigning in opposition 
to the TasWind proposal. Regular meetings were held for the NTWFG membership, as well 
as public forums where the NTWFG would present their information to the King Island 
community. The NTWFG developed a website and Facebook page for information sharing 
and campaign updates, and distributed regular newsletters to their membership. NTWFG 
materials were also distributed throughout the community, with reports that letter-box 
dropped brochures were released regularly during the time of the TasWind proposal. The 
NTWFG ran petitions to oppose the TasWind proposal, and engaged with the news media 
(especially the national media, such as ‘The Australian’ newspaper). The NTWFG also 
produced stickers and posters with messages and imagery which opposed the TasWind 
proposal. A significant action taken by the NTWFG was a legal challenge to Hydro Tasmania 
(this is discussed in detail later).  
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Taken together, the NTWFG was reported to have ‘jumped up and down and made 
noise’ to demonstrate their displeasure with the proposal, and their intention to oppose it. 
A public relations/campaign company from off-Island was engaged in order to manage the 
NTWFG’s campaign, this was a result of research undertaken by NTWFG members which 
indicated that local land use change opposition groups were most successful when they had 
professional campaign management.  
The NTWFG was reported to have advertised their meetings and public forums in the 
local newspaper, and through their own communications channels (e.g. email lists, website, 
Facebook group). Some sessions had up to 70 attendees, and many were recorded. These 
meetings were described as being often heated, with raised voices and tense discussions. 
Some non-members felt that while the meetings were promoted as being open to all, the 
contributions of people who did not agree with the NTWFG were not welcomed during 
the meetings. One session which was particularly contentious was the public forum when 
the NTWFG hosted a prominent anti-wind activist to speak after the invitation to this 
speaker had been withdrawn by the TWCC (as outlined earlier). The session was reported 
to have been advertised as a public event, however a visitor to King Island who was known 
as a renewable energy advocate who was in attendance was asked to leave. This was viewed 
unfavourably by many people, and some people reported intimidation of the renewable 
energy advocate by NTWFG members. (The visit by the anti-wind activist to King Island 
continued to be controversial, with reports of death threats to the activist, which were 
believed by some to have originated from off the Island. The local police questioned several 
King Island community members about the matter.) However, it was also reported that 
NTWFG members felt that the renewable energy advocate would write unfair reports 
about the anti-wind activist, and as the activist was a guest speaker, the NTWFG members 
felt that it was appropriate for the renewable energy advocate to leave. 
The printed materials distributed by the NTWFG were seen to be well-organised, with a 
distribution schedule staggering the release. Flyers and pamphlets were distributed to 
people who were not engaged with the NTWFG or the TasWind proposal, and 
advertisements and letters were published in the local newspaper. Some NTWFG members 
reportedly decided to stop writing into the local newspaper due to perceptions that this 
was exacerbating social conflict in the community. Printed materials, such as flyers and 
brochures, were described as including visual imagery which compared the proposed size of 
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turbines to existing landmarks in King Island (e.g. superimposing an image of a turbine to 
scale in photographs next to the lighthouses at Currie and Cape Wickham). This was seen 
by NTWFG members as a way to demonstrate the scale of the proposal. However, to non-
members, some people reported viewing these materials as inappropriate, as the turbines 
wouldn’t have been sited in these locations. This meant that these materials were viewed as 
a manipulation of the proposal, and were seen to be misleading people with little 
engagement with the proposal as to where the turbines would be sited, and the impact of 
the turbines on local landmarks.  There was also a perception of the NTWFG materials held 
by some non-members that there was promotion of misinformation, especially associated 
with information which was perceived to have originated from the anti-wind activist group 
(outlined earlier).  
During the deliberation phase of the TasWind proposal, a brochure about King Island 
which was not authored by the NTWFG was circulated. This brochure was viewed by some 
people who were not NTWFG members as being part of the campaign, but reported by 
some people who were NTWFG members as being not associated. The brochure looked 
professional and was distributed throughout the King Island community, particularly in retail 
and hospitality outlets. There were no authorship details included, however there were 
perceptions that those businesses who were featured in the brochure were predominantly 
opposed to the TasWind proposal. The brochure included no overt mention of wind energy 
developments or the TasWind proposal. This was viewed by some people, including those 
who were opposed to the TasWind proposal, as being a positive contribution to the 
community in a time of hardship, in that it drew attention to what was good and special 
about King Island. In this way, the brochure was seen to highlight the promising and positive 
endeavours occurring outside of the TasWind proposal. Exclusion of the TasWind proposal 
was viewed to be an attempt by the unstated authors to emphasise positives without 
engaging in the conflict about the proposal.  However, some people, including those who 
were supportive of the TasWind proposal, viewed the brochure as an underhanded part of 
the NTWFG campaign, seeing that by omission of any direct inclusion of the TasWind 
proposal, and particularly due to promotion of golf interests which had become associated 
with the NTWFG, that it was opposition material. The lack of authorship details, and the 
assumption that the brochure would have been costly to produce contributed to the 
perception that it was an extension of the NTWFG’s campaign, and the lack of transparency 
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about who had produced the brochure was reported to have added to suspicion about the 
intentions behind it.  
The NTWFG also produced posters promoting opposition to the TasWind proposal, 
and these were displayed throughout King Island, on private residences, businesses, and 
telephone poles (and supported by bumper stickers on some cars). There were reports that 
some businesses which displayed NTWFG posters were boycotted as a result, especially 
related to perceptions that some of these businesses expected their employees to adhere to 
the same, opposition, stance. Some people reported posters being placed on properties 
without the owners’ consent, and there were also reports of posters being defaced or 
removed without the consent of the property owner or the NTWFG. Exchanges between 
parties about posters being put up or taken down without consent were present in the 
letters section in the local newspaper.  Posters were largely reported to have been related 
to the vote which was held (discussed in detail later), and promoted a vote of ‘no’. There 
was also description of a mural painted which was depicting opposition to the TasWind 
proposal. Many people who were not NTWFG members reported being displeased with the 
extent of campaign activities. The use of posters in particular was described as making the 
conflict over the TasWind proposal ‘ever present’, and difficult for people to escape in their 
daily lives during the time of the proposal. This visual presence as a result of the campaign 
materials was also reported by some to have intensified the conflict. Due to King Island 
being a small community, some people felt that the campaign by NTWFG was targeted and 
personal. However, other people appreciated that those who were hosting campaign 
materials were upfront about their stance, and there was also an acknowledgement from 
some people that the campaign was the right of the NTWFG, and that it reflected their 
passion on the issue. Visual campaign materials, including posters and bumper stickers, were 
removed by the time of the announcement that the proposal would not proceed (the 
‘cessation announcement’, discussed in detail below). It was reported that there were some 
pro-TasWind stickers in circulation, those these were few in number in comparison to the 
NTWFG materials.   
Other actions taken by NTWFG members were seen to be associated with the 
NTWFG campaign. For example, some NTWFG members were reported to have placed 
their properties on the market for sale, though the asking prices were perceived to be 
higher than was reasonable outside of the context of the TasWind proposal. This was 
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perceived by non-members to be a ‘stunt’, in order to demonstrate that properties could 
not be sold as a result of the proposal, whereas the reason for properties not selling was 
seen to be unreasonably high asking prices. However, it was described that to NTWFG 
members, fear for their future and the perception that the TasWind proposal was entirely 
incompatible with King Island was a motivator of this.  
Perceptions of these campaign actions and the broader conduct of the NTWFG were 
viewed generally unfavourably by non-members. There was the view held by some people 
that NTWFG members felt that if you weren’t with them, then you had to be against them. 
This was seen to limit discussion and encourage adversarial debate. The approach to 
campaigning was seen to be using a ‘fear campaign’ which was perceived to be grounded in 
misinformation. People who were not NTWFG members reported their view of NTWFG 
members’ engagement with non-members as being: aggressive, negative, bullying, pushy, 
militant, fanatical, ruthless, and verbally abusive. Some people reported antagonistic phone 
calls from, and interactions on social media in public spaces with, NTWFG members. 
However, interactions of this nature were also reported as targeting NTWFG members by 
non-members, too. Non-members felt that the NTWFG made participation in the TasWind 
proposal deliberations unpleasant, and that the NTWFG were responsible for many people 
who were undecided or unsure choosing to not engage with the process at all. The 
NTWFG were seen to appropriate any argument which would present a reason to oppose 
the TasWind proposal, and that if an argument was shown to be untenable, then another 
reason would be found (however this latter point was also applied to those who were seen 
to be strongly in support of the TasWind proposal, too). This was seen to indicate a lack of 
credibility in the arguments presented. The NTWFG were perceived to have attended 
Hydro Tasmania and TWCC hosted meetings to ask tense questions, and were seen to be 
‘stirring the pot’. Some people reported that the NTWFG threatened litigation against other 
members of the community who disagreed with or opposed them. The coordinated and 
organised campaign, including the finances raised, media engagement, and litigation 
(discussed in detail later) were seen to be a show of strength against the King Island 
community, and led to perceptions that the NTWFG were part of a ‘professional 
propaganda machine’. Engagements with the prominent anti-wind activist and the group to 
which the activist belonged were seen, in the eyes of some people (including those who 
both supported and opposed the TasWind proposal), to undermine the NTWFG’s 
credibility. This was related to the perception that the NTWFG was a vehicle for non-
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Islanders to influence the deliberations about the TasWind proposal, including absentee 
landholders (who were seen by some people to be illegitimately acting on their stance, due 
to perceived low engagement with the King Island community) and anti-wind interest groups 
(such as the group to which the visiting anti-wind activist belonged).  
People who were not members of the NTWFG felt that there was no formal group 
promoting the TasWind proposal, as Hydro Tasmania was seen to be neutral and the 
TWCC was viewed as either neutral or opposed to the proposal (as discussed earlier). This 
led to perceptions that the campaigning of the NTWFG was not countered by any group or 
organisation which was promoting support for the proposal. However, the NTWFG viewed 
Hydro Tasmania, as the proposal proponents, to be a very large corporate and government 
entity which was promoting support of the proposal throughout their consultation 
processes. As such, the NTWFG were reported to have felt that it was necessary to 
measure the strength of their campaign against the perceived power of Hydro Tasmania as a 
state government owned corporate entity.  
Some people who were not NTWFG members felt that Hydro Tasmania was not 
‘strong’ enough in their response to the opposition from the NTWFG. There was the 
perception that Hydro Tasmania had underestimated the strength of anti-wind sentiment in 
Australia, and were surprised and caught off-guard by the organisation and campaigning of 
the NTWFG. Some people reported the perception that some NTWFG members treated 
Hydro Tasmania representatives poorly, and that the NTWFG led to Hydro Tasmania being 
more guarded with their information and statements later in the deliberation phase. This 
was viewed by some people to impact negatively on the openness and transparency of the 
consultation process, and led to frustration from some people who were not NTWFG 
members that they felt the NTWFG disrupted the consultation process, and did not allow it 
to run its course.  
NTWFG members, however, were reported to have been treated with hostility from 
other parts of the community, in particular those people who were categorised as part of 
the ‘yes camp’. Some NTWFG members felt stigmatised due to their group membership, 
and felt that as a result of the membership lists being circulated outside of the NTWFG, 
they were made vulnerable to personal attacks. It was reported that the NTWFG felt they 
were treated unfavourably by the local newspaper (this was through the nature of letters 
included, and based on the placement of advertisements – though other people who were 
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not NTWFG members and who were less engaged with the deliberations viewed the local 
newspaper as taking a balanced approach to covering the TasWind proposal).  Some 
NTWFG members reportedly were concerned about losing their jobs as a result of their 
affiliation, and this was described as being a reason for some people to lessen the extent of 
their involvement with the NTWFG. One occurrence reported to be especially concerning 
for the NTWFG members was the distribution of their unratified meeting minutes and 
membership and donor lists to the non-King Island media. This was reported to have made 
NTWFG members feel targeted and vulnerable. (It is felt by some people that residual 
issues from this information being distributed continue to affect the way NTWFG members 
view their place in and engagements with the wider King Island community – aftermath 
effects such as this are discussed in detail later.)  
In contrast to the negative consequences of being a known group member, there were 
some reported positive outcomes for the NTWFG members as a direct result of their 
membership (distinct from the outcomes of the TasWind proposal). This included 
identification of shared values between group members which led to long-lasting friendships. 
The unification as a group during the time of the TasWind proposal also allowed for 
members to provide emotional support for each other with the knowledge that they would 
not be criticised by people holding a different stance on the proposal. The NTWFG was 
described as the catalyst for establishment of informal and formal groups and organisations 
in King Island which have persisted beyond the TasWind proposal.  
The formation and campaigning by the NTWFG were controversial. Perceptions about 
the motivations behind, and intentions of, a range of actions were viewed with very mixed 
perceptions from people in King Island. Many non-NTWFG members viewed the NTWFG 
as running an aggressive campaign ‘at’ the community, particularly in relation to the vote 
(discussed in detail below). However, the NTWFG described perceiving of a large power 
imbalance between Hydro Tasmania and the community, which necessitated the vehemence 
of their campaign. Many NTWFG members were reported to have also felt personally 
threatened by the TasWind proposal, meaning that the campaign had very high stakes 
particularly in relation to the vote.   
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5. The vote 
The vote which was held by Hydro Tasmania to gauge community support for the 
proposal proceeding to the feasibility stage was a major event during the time of the 
TasWind proposal, and was a significant cause for campaigning by the NTWFG, and wider 
contention. The vote was held in King Island in June 2013, and was aimed at gauging the 
community’s support for whether the TasWind proposal should proceed to the feasibility 
stage. Plans for a second vote were described, where if the proposal went to feasibility and 
when the feasibility study was complete, at which point the community would vote on 
whether or not the proposal should proceed to implementation. The vote discussed here is 
the vote on whether the proposal would proceed to the feasibility stage.  
It was reported that the vote on feasibility was the King Island community’s wish, and 
that initially Hydro Tasmania had wanted an indication as to whether the proposal should 
proceed to feasibility, without a formal vote. This was reflected in perceptions from many 
people that the vote was not part of the consultation plan from the beginning, and was seen 
by some people to be a reactive measure in response to dissent in the community.  
The vote was initially planned to be conducted with the involvement of the Australian 
Electoral Commission (AEC), with eligibility for voting based on the council electoral roll. 
Use of the council electoral roll was controversial, as it was reported that there were 
newer residents who weren’t yet registered on the electoral roll, meaning that they were 
ineligible to vote. This caused concern, particularly among those people who were not 
eligible to vote but wished to vote, leading to the decision that these people could register 
to vote through the King Island Council. It was reported that the NTWFG and TWCC both 
argued in favour of extending the list of eligible voters to include newer residents. However, 
as this was no longer adhering to the AEC’s rules, it was reported that the AEC withdrew 
from administering the vote. As such, an external polling organisation was engaged by Hydro 
Tasmania to manage the vote, including the adjusted rules for eligibility of voters. The 
extended criteria for eligibility in voting was reported to include anyone who was a rate 
payer or rent payer in King Island. Despite the adjustment to satisfy community concerns, 
many people were still dissatisfied with the rules for eligibility for voting. It was reported 
that the rate payer or rent payer criterion meant that short term residents were able to 
vote, including transient workers and other people who permanently left the Island six 
months after the vote was held. There was also the perception that the extended rules 
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allowed people who were not King Island residents, but were landowners, to temporarily 
move to King Island (or undertake paperwork to this effect, e.g. changing formal place of 
residence details) to become eligible, vote, then leave the Island again. To some people, the 
role of the NTWFG and the TWCC in extending the eligibility rules led to the view that the 
vote was illegitimate, and that it was allowing people who were not part of the King Island 
community to influence the outcome of the vote. Hydro Tasmania was seen as ‘bending 
over backwards’ to accommodate demands from the NTWFG and the TWCC, though this 
was viewed as a factor which led to the reliability of the vote being undermined through 
renegotiation of the rules throughout the process.  Other people saw problems with 
eligibility in that young people were unable to vote, but the TasWind proposal was seen to 
be of most significance to the younger generation who would have to live either with or 
without it for the longest time. There was also the view that Hydro Tasmania was not 
proactive enough with ensuring that members of the King Island community who were 
travelling or were off-Island for other reasons had the ability to vote. There was a reported 
lack of clarity with who was receiving the ballot slips, and confusion about how the 
allocation of ballot slips was accounted for. Some people were unsure whether husbands or 
wives who were not listed as property owners, but were also not renting, were officially 
included as voters.  
The vote itself was a mail-out vote, which was distributed throughout King Island though 
the postal service, and votes were collected through return-post. Ballot slips were reported 
to have been developed in discussion with the TWCC, and included several questions about 
support for the proposal proceeding to the feasibility stage, and broader social acceptability 
of the TasWind proposal. Some people viewed the ballot as ambiguous, and reported that 
some older King Island community members required help with understanding the questions 
and how to respond.  
There were also reports that some people didn’t receive their ballot slips in the mail, 
and that other people didn’t realise what the ballot slips were when they arrived as the 
enveloped looked similar to junk mail (e.g. the envelopes were possibly addressed to ‘The 
Householder’). Some people who had ‘no junk mail’ stickers on their letter boxes did not 
receive the ballot slips, and there were reports that some households with multiple eligible 
voters did not receive the correct number of ballot slips for all voters. In other cases, 
business owners were reported to have received a ballot slip at both their business and 
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residential addresses. For those who did not receive a ballot slip for whatever reason, it was 
reported that the post office in Currie had ballot slips for collection, though this was 
described as being made known at short notice ahead of the voting cut-off date. These 
causes for concern with the distribution of ballot slips, along with the fact that ID was not 
required for voting, caused perceptions among some people that the rule of one vote per 
person was not strictly enforced, leading to the view that the vote was not fair and 
balanced.  
The ballot slips were described as having been returned by post to the organisation 
managing the vote, then were taken to Hobart for counting. At the expense of Hydro 
Tasmania, three scrutineers from King Island travelled to oversee the vote counting process. 
This was described as being due to discussions with TWCC and/or NTWFG. Taking the 
ballot slips off Island for counting was seen by some people as unnecessary, and opened the 
voting process up to further criticism. This was related to a perceived lack of accountability 
and transparency (despite the presence of the King Island scrutineers), and was seen to 
increase the risk of mismanagement and the possibility for ballot slips to be lost. As the vote 
did not require identification of voters, some people were concerned that they had no 
guarantee their ballot slip was received, or that their vote was counted. There was also 
uncertainty about whether ballot slips from people who were off-Island at the time of the 
vote were received in time, and counted.  
The participation rate in the vote was reported as being lower than expected by many 
people, with reports that around half the King Island population voted. Some people viewed 
this as apathy, indicating indifference and therefore consent to the TasWind proposal 
proceeding to feasibility, though others described low participation as being indicative of a 
boycott of the vote. This was related to the unwillingness of people to commit themselves 
to either supporting or opposing the TasWind proposal moving to the feasibility stage, in 
part because of the pressure felt by some people to disclose their voting intention – it was 
viewed as a safer option amid the social conflict to abstain from voting all together. 
Additionally, some people felt that the vote served to ossify the positions of people in the 
community, and did not participate in the vote as they felt that it exacerbated the social 
conflict, while some people just forgot to return their ballot slip.  
Other people described the lack of participation being related to the perception from 
some non-voters that the outcome of the vote was clear and that their single vote would 
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have no real impact on the outcome. This was reported as an attitude from people who 
both supported the proposal moving to the feasibility stage, and people who opposed it.  
Some people who did vote expressed frustration that the participation rate wasn’t higher, as 
the TasWind proposal was viewed as something which would have a significant impact on 
King Island. Others were reported to have felt that knowing there was a private vote 
allowed them the opportunity to have their say without needing to publically declare their 
stance and become involved in the social conflict during the deliberation phase.  
Actions of and interactions between Hydro Tasmania and people and groups in the 
community in the lead up to the vote were also cause for contention. It was reported that 
Hydro Tasmania was engaging privately with groups and organisations in King Island ahead 
of the vote, and making commitments to benefit these groups contingent on the vote being 
in favour of the feasibility study. This included reports that a few days ahead of the vote, 
Hydro Tasmania had formally committed to contribute to redevelopment of the King Island 
abattoir. The NTWFG was reported to be very active ahead of the vote, campaigning for a 
‘no’ vote by the community. This was due to the view that opposing the feasibility study was 
the first step in opposing the TasWind proposal as a whole. This was also based on the 
belief that if the community agreed to the feasibility study, then Hydro Tasmania would be 
unlikely to seek community consent to proceed to project implementation if the TasWind 
proposal was found to be economically viable. However, there were some people who felt 
that a second vote would be held as Hydro Tasmania had made public commitments to this, 
and that voting ‘yes’ to the feasibility study would create benefits for King Island during the 
feasibility study (e.g. the economic activity generated by the study). As a result, these people 
intended to vote ‘yes’ to the feasibility study with the intention to later vote ‘no’ to the 
planned subsequent vote for whether the TasWind proposal should proceed to 
implementation.  
Discussions about the vote were seen by many to have contributed to the vehemence of 
social conflict, particularly due to speculation about others’ voting intentions, pressure on 
people to disclose how they would vote, and attempts by some people to influence how 
others would vote. The vote was seen to make the conflict very focused on differences 
between groups in the community, i.e. an ‘us versus them’ conflict within King Island (as 
outlined earlier with regard to the perceived relationship between the NTWFG campaign 
and other people and groups in the King Island community), shifting the conflict away from 
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being between Hydro Tasmania and those in the community who opposed the TasWind 
proposal (i.e. the NTWFG). To others though, the vote was viewed as an authoritative 
voice on whether the TasWind proposal should proceed to feasibility, meaning that the 
social conflict during the deliberation phase was of no consequence to the future of the 
proposal.   
One of the most controversial aspects of the vote was the benchmark of what would be 
viewed as adequate support from the community for the feasibility study to be undertaken. 
It was stated that initially, Hydro Tasmania had not wanted to undertake a vote in order to 
assess whether the community wished to proceed to the feasibility stage. Once the plan to 
hold the vote was announced, there was reported to be a great deal of questioning as to 
what would be considered a ‘successful’ vote in order to demonstrate support from the 
community for the feasibility study. Hydro Tasmania representatives had indicated that a 
majority was sought, however at a public meeting where a visiting, off-Island based, Hydro 
Tasmania representative (i.e. not one of those Hydro Tasmania employees who was 
working closely with the community through the time of the TasWind proposal) was 
speaking, a questioner from the community (reported to have been a NTWFG member) 
asked the Hydro Tasmania representative to outline what outcome was needed in order to 
demonstrate a majority. At this point, the Hydro Tasmania representative was described as 
making an ‘off the cuff’ response, and said that 60% would be considered a majority. The 
exact wording of this phrase is not known, and different understandings of the statement 
were described. For example, some people described the speaker as having stated that 
around 60% would indicate a majority, while others described the speaker as having stated 
60% as a clear minimum benchmark. Some people viewed the statement as a show of power 
to the community in that this person was able to declare the figure which was seen by many 
people to be decisive of the future of King Island. This led to feelings that the perceived 
spontaneity of the statement demonstrated that the community had little power over the 
process through which their consent for the TasWind proposal was being assessed.   
Regardless of the precise phrasing, the figure of 60% became well known, for example it 
was reported in the local newspaper following the meeting. To some people, the 60% 
statement was viewed in the context of the remark being ‘off the cuff’, and that a majority 
would be higher than 50%, though 60% would be an ideal outcome. To these people, 
focusing on 60% as a benchmark for the vote being a success was a red herring (i.e. it 
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distracted from the perceived key outcome that a majority, viewed as greater than half, was 
sought). To other people, 60% was too low a benchmark for success, and that the figure 
should have been higher (examples included 75% or 90%)  in order to gain support from an 
undivided community.  
When the vote had been counted, the result was 58.7% in favour of the TasWind 
proposal proceeding to the feasibility stage. This was viewed by some people as being short 
of the 60% benchmark, but close enough, and still demonstrative of a majority of community 
support for the proposal. However, others viewed it as categorically not meeting the 60% 
benchmark, and therefore showing that the community did not express a level of support 
seen as adequate for progression with the feasibility study. The way in which the result of 
the vote was framed (i.e. as ‘close enough with a majority’ or ‘failed, due to not achieving 
60%’) caused controversy about the outcome, and was reported to have fuelled further 
social conflict within the King Island community. In large part, this was due to the decision 
by Hydro Tasmania to proceed with the feasibility study having achieved a result of 58.7% 
support when 60% had been stated as a benchmark for the vote to be considered 
successful. 
For the people who felt that the result was close enough to 60%, the fact that there was 
greater than 50% support for the proposal proceeding through to the feasibility stage 
demonstrated majority community support. The view that the 60% statement was an ‘off 
the cuff’ remark by a Hydro Tasmania representative with little engagement with the 
community throughout the deliberation phrase was seen to show that the 60% benchmark 
was an approximation of an ideal outcome, not a definitive requirement. Additionally, this 
perspective was often accompanied by emphasis that the vote was on whether or not a 
feasibility study should be undertaken, not on whether or not the TasWind proposal should 
proceed to implementation. In this way, the difference between 58.7% and 60% was seen to 
be negligible (given the small population of King Island, the smaller number of eligible voters, 
and the smaller number again of people who did vote; the difference in absolute numbers 
was around twelve votes), and the consequences of the vote were viewed as being of no 
measurable impact, aside from gaining access to more information about the viability of the 
proposal.  
To the people who viewed the outcome as falling short of 60% (especially NTWFG 
members), the statement by the Hydro Tasmania representative was viewed as an absolute 
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requirement (regardless of whether or not it was ‘off the cuff’), and was seen as a clear and 
measurable benchmark for the vote. Hydro Tasmania’s decision to proceed with the 
feasibility study having failed to achieve 60% support was viewed very unfavourably, and was 
seen to show Hydro Tasmania’s ‘true colours’. This provided evidence to some people that 
Hydro Tasmania was dishonest throughout the consultation process, and had intended to 
do what they wanted all along, regardless of the wishes of the King Island community. This 
was seen to directly contravene commitments to listen to the community and to proceed 
only if a ‘social licence’ was obtained. Additionally, although the result did indicate majority 
support, having support from 58.7% of the community was seen to be inadequate for such a 
significant (i.e. scale, cost) proposal. 
Following announcement of the outcome of the vote, some explanations for the 
perceived low participation rate were discussed. Some people reported that there was a 
perception that the vote outcome was clearly going to be either in favour or against the 
TasWind proposal moving to feasibility. As a result, some people felt the vote was a sure 
outcome, so did not feel the need to contribute their own vote. This was the case for 
people who both supported and opposed the proposal progressing to the feasibility stage. 
There were reports that some people viewed the outcome as being much higher than 
expected, and other people thought it was much lower than was expected. It was also 
reported that informal votes had been received and not counted; this may relate to the 
described confusion about the ballot slips (outlined above). Other people indicated they 
never had the opportunity to vote; this may be related to the uncertainty regarding 
distribution of ballot slips (outlined earlier).  
As whole, the vote was seen to have been poorly conducted. To the people who were 
opposed to the TasWind proposal, this tended to be related to the view that the way the 
vote was conducted was open to being unscrupulous, and the progression of the proposal 
to the feasibility stage despite not meeting the 60% benchmark was seen to be evidence of 
dishonesty throughout the consultation process more broadly. To the people who were 
supportive of the TasWind proposal progressing to the feasibility stage, criticisms of the 
vote tended to be related to perceptions that the TWCC and the NTWFG pressured 
Hydro Tasmania to change the rules for eligibility, undermining the legitimacy of the vote. 
The withdrawal of the AEC from the process was seen as evidence of this. Unrelated to the 
controversy, there was also a view held by some that the voting process, despite the 
60 
 
criticisms, represented the new normal for how resource companies and developers are 
likely to engage with communities, and it was expected that future decisions would likely be 
put to the community for a vote.   
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6. Legal actions 
Following the vote and Hydro Tasmania’s decision to proceed with the feasibility study 
after achieving 58.7% support from the community, the NTWFG commenced legal actions 
against Hydro Tasmania. This was based on the argument from the NTWFG that Hydro 
Tasmania had stated that the proposal would not proceed to the feasibility stage without 
support from the community, and that the vote was the means through which this support 
would be measured (with 60% as the minimum benchmark for determining if the community 
supported proceeding to the feasibility stage). It was reported that members of the 
NTWFG felt that Hydro Tasmania had indicated they would not proceed with the feasibility 
study without achieving a minimum of 60% support in the vote, and that the decision to 
proceed having achieved 58.7% support was ‘wrong and unfair’, and was seen to indicate 
that the community consultation process did not genuinely aim to empower the King Island 
community as decision-makers.  
The legal actions were undertaken through the Federal Court, and were based off-Island. 
Financial support for the legal actions was raised by the NTWFG, as a lawyer was engaged 
to represent the NTWFG, and there was a requirement to guarantee the NTWFG’s ability 
to pay for the cost of time in Court and potentially cover expenses of Hydro Tasmania if 
the judgement was ruled in the favour of Hydro Tasmania. People in the King Island 
community who were not NTWFG members reported the legal actions as being fairly 
distant from the community, i.e. they were something happening somewhere else, and were 
not overly present in day-to-day life. The legal actions were viewed as being between the 
NTWFG and Hydro Tasmania, and while many non-NTWFG members had views on the 
appropriateness or otherwise of the legal proceedings, it was reported that the level of 
agitation in the King Island community had started to settle after the vote.   
Some people reported that there were no major or prominent statements made by 
Hydro Tasmania or the NTWFG to the community about the legal proceedings 
commencing, and that it was all done fairly quietly. Throughout the time of the legal actions, 
the coverage in the local and non-local media was described as irregular, and included 
snippets though no constant coverage. This was seen to be a change from the level of 
attention on the TasWind proposal throughout the deliberation phase and the time of the 
vote. The legal actions were described as having little direct impact on the King Island 
community, however some non-NTWFG members were reported to feel that the legal 
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proceedings moved the discussions about the TasWind proposal into a closed arena, and 
that the NTWFG’s use of financial resources to undertake legal actions served to amplify 
the voice of the NTWFG at the expense of ongoing input from other members of the King 
Island community.  
Many people who were not NTWFG members were reported to feel surprised at the 
decision by the NTWFG to undertake legal actions against Hydro Tasmania. This was based 
on the view that the actions were premature due to the proposal proceeding to the 
feasibility stage and not the approvals process, and that the actions were frivolous due to 
the view that the difference between support of 60% and 58.7% was very small. The 
perceived high financial cost of the legal proceedings, too, was viewed as a waste of money, 
and led to the belief that the NTWFG had unlimited financial resources available in order to 
afford to undertake legal actions at the feasibility stage when further legal actions during a 
potential approvals process may also occur. Some other people also felt that the decision by 
the NTWFG to undertake legal actions reflected the degree to which the NTWFG were 
unhappy with the TasWind proposal, and the decision to proceed to feasibility following the 
vote.  
For the people who were NTWFG members, it was reported that some members 
contributed financially to the legal actions but had little personal involvement in the 
proceedings, while others were very closely engaged in the process. For those NTWFG 
members who were less directly engaged in the legal actions, it was reported that they 
contributed financially as they believed in the purpose of the legal actions and also believed 
that those who were most involved with the legal actions were capable of what they were 
undertaking. For those NTWFG members who felt their ability to contribute financially was 
limited given the cost of the proceedings, it was reported that the financial contributions of 
absentee landholders were especially critical in instigating the legal actions. It was reported 
that the NTWFG members who were most engaged contributed significant amounts of time 
and money to the legal actions, and found the experience to be very stressful.  
The legal actions undertaken by the NTWFG against Hydro Tasmania were not resolved 
in Court. As such, the specific outcomes of the legal actions are not public knowledge. This 
was described as being because Hydro Tasmania announced that the TasWind proposal 
would not proceed due to reasons unrelated to the legal actions (this is outlined in detail 
later). There was some speculation from non-NTWFG members that because the TasWind 
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proposal was announced to not be proceeding, and as there was no formal judgment, that 
the case may have been settled between the NTWFG and Hydro Tasmania out of Court. It 
was also reported that some NTWFG members would have liked to have received a 
judgement on the case; this was related to the view that Hydro Tasmania had failed to 
obtain a ‘social licence’ to undertake a feasibility study as a result of the outcome of the 
vote, but had decided to proceed to the feasibility stage regardless. The perspective of these 
people was described as being that they would have been vindicated by the Court’s decision, 
and that Hydro Tasmania would have been found to have acted dishonestly. A different 
perspective was also reported, this was the belief that some members of the NTWFG who 
were most directly involved with the legal actions felt that as Hydro Tasmania had 
announced that the proposal would not proceed, their overarching aim (of the TasWind 
proposal not going ahead) had been achieved regardless of the outcome of the legal actions, 
so the best option was to find a way to resolve and end the legal proceedings to avoid 
future losses of time, money, and potential health and wellbeing consequences, such as 
impacts from high stress.  
While there was the view by some people that Hydro Tasmania was not ‘held to 
account’ as a result of the legal actions not receiving a judgement in Court, other people felt 
that the NTWFG was not ‘held to account’ either. This was based on the view that the 
NTWFG had pursued a frivolous case, and in so doing had wasted the time and resources 
of Hydro Tasmania and had undermined the community consultation process for other 
people in the King Island community. Some people who were not NTWFG members also 
felt that the legal actions were likely to dissuade Hydro Tasmania, and other resource 
companies, from engaging with communities in the future, as the legal actions were viewed 
as a manipulation of a well-intentioned process.   
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7. Cessation announcement 
While the legal actions were underway, in late October 2014 Hydro Tasmania 
announced that the TasWind proposal would not be proceeding. Rumouring about the 
proposal not proceeding was reported to have occurred in the weeks leading up the 
cessation announcement. Economic reasons were described as the cause for the TasWind 
proposal not proceeding, including: a decline in energy demand in Victoria (particularly 
related to the slowdown of the manufacturing sector in southern Australia), higher than 
anticipated costs for construction, and the decline in the value of the Australian dollar on 
international markets. Ahead of the cessation announcement, a change of federal 
government precipitated a repeal of the renewable energy target (RET) scheme. Although it 
was reported that Hydro Tasmania explicitly stated that the repeal of the RET had no 
impact on the decision to not proceed with the TasWind proposal, many people felt that 
this was an unstated political factor which contributed to the unviability of the proposal.   
The actions taken by the NTWFG were not reported to have influenced the decision by 
Hydro Tasmania to cease the proposal, however many people speculated that the actions 
undertaken by the NTWFG were an unofficial cause for the proposal not proceeding. It was 
reported that some NTWFG members felt that the cessation of the TasWind proposal was 
evidence that they ‘had a voice’ as a result of their campaigning and legal challenge and had 
‘won’, however other people (including some NTWFG members) felt that as the decision 
was related to economic and political factors, that the actions of the NTWFG had no 
impact on the decision whatsoever (and that by extension if the economic factors were in 
favour of the proposal, the NTWFG’s actions would not have had any impact in that case 
either).  
The cessation announcement was described as delivered in a statement from Hobart-
based upper-management of Hydro Tasmania, and disseminated through the news media 
(both local and non-local to King Island). The news was then shared through social media 
(especially Facebook), email, and by word of mouth. In comparison to when the proposal 
was first announced (outlined earlier), there was no formal meeting held with the King 
Island community (some people felt this should have occurred to offer some formality or 
closure, while others felt that it was appropriate that the announcement came from away 
and was not overly present in the community).  
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Reactions to the cessation announcement from within the King Island community were 
reported as being very mixed. Many people reported a feeling of relief throughout the 
community, and this was seen to apply to people who were both supportive of and in 
opposition to the TasWind proposal. Some people described the feeling of having a ‘weight 
lifted off their shoulders’ (regardless of their stance on the TasWind proposal), and were 
pleased to see an end to the ‘nastiness’ and the ‘us and them’ mentality. Others described 
little immediate discussion about the TasWind proposal or the cessation announcement, 
and reported being pleased that conversations in the community could move onto other 
topics.  
Those people who did support the TasWind proposal were reported to be 
disappointed, and viewed it as an opportunity missed. Others were ‘heartbroken’ by the 
cessation announcement, as they felt that the TasWind proposal would have provided 
security for King Island into the future. These people did not feel relief that the process was 
over, only disappointment at the outcome. Some people who were supportive of the 
TasWind proposal were reported to feel anger with the NTWFG, as they felt that the 
group’s actions contributed to the TasWind proposal not proceeding. The cessation 
announcement was also viewed with indifference by some, who saw it as ‘yet another’ thing 
which was supposed to happen for King Island, but did not eventuate. As the feasibility study 
was reported to have not been formally completed, there were people who were 
disappointed that the data which would have been gathered during the study was not 
collected and published for the community’s use and interest.  
The people who opposed the TasWind proposal were described as relieved and pleased. 
However, the NTWFG were described as being publically subdued, and this was viewed 
favourably by other people in the community. NTWFG members were described as having 
removed their campaign materials (e.g. posters and bumper stickers) almost immediately. 
NTWFG members were reported to have wanted to avoid ‘rubbing it in the faces’ of others 
in the community, based on recognition that many people would be disappointed. Similarly, 
it was reported that some NTWFG members wanted to hold a party to celebrate, though it 
was decided that this would have been insensitive to the wider community so this did not 
happen (with some NTWFG members being described as saying they would not attend any 
type of celebratory event as it was viewed as not showing respect to others in the 
community). Some NTWFG members were satisfied that the proposal was not proceeding 
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to implementation, though still felt wronged by Hydro Tasmania. A final meeting of the 
NTWFG was reported to have been held following the cessation announcement, though the 
tone was described as sober and the proceedings were described as being formalities to 
resolve the legal actions and other administrative affairs. 
The local Hydro Tasmania presence was described as staying present for an unspecified 
amount of time after the cessation announcement, with the office in Currie remaining open 
for queries while the TasWind proposal was wound down by Hydro Tasmania. The Hydro 
Tasmania representative who lived in King Island was farewelled by the community in a 
personal capacity, but there were no formalities to end the TasWind proposal. (Some 
reported a possible final TWCC meeting following the cessation announcement to discuss 
any residual issues, though this was unclear.) Hydro Tasmania’s presence with respect to the 
TasWind proposal was described by some as ‘meekly disappearing’, and that in comparison 
to the build up to the announcement of the proposal and the formalities of the community 
meeting at which the announcement was made (described earlier), there were no 
comparable events or catharsis at the time of the cessation announcement.  
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8. Aftermath 
The time following the cessation announcement, the ‘aftermath’ of the TasWind 
proposal, includes those effects which extended beyond the time of the proposal itself and 
includes more permanent institutional or social changes. Many people felt that the TasWind 
experience lingered in the aftermath, as formal closure was lacking. A final meeting or 
technical report summarising the proposal and the experiences in King Island would have 
been welcome to some, particularly as the incomplete feasibility study meant that the King 
Island community gained no new formal knowledge or information as a result of the 
proposal (e.g. to inform future projects or developments unrelated to the TasWind 
proposal). Others felt that an apology from Hydro Tasmania to the King Island community 
would be appropriate given the social disharmony which was experienced, but there was 
also the perception that this would be seen as disingenuous due to the perception that 
Hydro Tasmania proceeded with the TasWind proposal knowing that it would cause local 
conflict.  
In relation to the proposal itself, some people felt that Hydro Tasmania had made 
commitments to contributing to redevelopment of the abattoir if the proposal went to the 
feasibility stage, regardless of the outcome of the proposal. As abattoir development has not 
commenced, this was seen by some as justification for distrust of Hydro Tasmania. Many 
people were disappointed that the community did not have the opportunity to receive the 
findings of the feasibility study, and vote on whether they felt the proposal should proceed 
to implementation. To some, the TasWind proposal was an opportunity for the community 
to engage maturely in decision-making, but this was lost due to the extent of social conflict 
and the cessation of the proposal before completion of the feasibility study. While some 
people held the view that holding local votes on projects would be a new norm of major 
development proposals, others felt that a process following the TasWind proposal model 
would be unlikely to be repeated by Hydro Tasmania or other organisations in the future. 
This was related to the view that Hydro Tasmania did not anticipate the extent of local 
opposition, meaning that the process followed a path which differed from expectations. To 
some people, the King Island experience has served to indicate to large project proponents 
that the best way to go about project development is to not engage the community at all. 
Many people hoped that the experience provided learning for the King Island 
community, and for others outside of King Island, but due to the lack of formal resolution, it 
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was unknown if this was the case. Significantly, the TasWind proposal has become a local 
taboo. Even those who were vocal in support of or opposition to the proposal were 
described as not discussing it in the aftermath. The topic of the TasWind proposal is actively 
avoided in order to not disturb ‘bad blood’. While there is the view that the TasWind 
proposal is in the past, and didn’t eventuate, so is not worth discussing (including by a 
visiting researcher), others have the view that little can be learned from the experience if it 
is not discussed. The local taboo of the TasWind proposal isn’t necessarily followed by 
visitors to the Island; an example was shared of a tourist who quizzed locals about the 
proposal, and stated their view that they felt all locals were opposed to the proposal. This 
was seen to be frustrating to those who were supportive of or open to considering the 
TasWind proposal.  
Some people described feeling that in the aftermath, views about the proposal have 
shifted. This included perceptions that people who supported the proposal have since 
‘accepted’ arguments against the proposal, and perceptions that people who were opposed 
to the proposal have regretted the lost opportunity. However, more broadly, while the 
vehemence of stances may have softened for some, opinions about the proposal have been 
described as having stayed mostly stable. Those who were supportive of the TasWind 
proposal were described as being regretful of the outcome. Those who were opposed to 
the proposal retain the view that the proposal was not suitable, though many emphasise that 
they do not oppose wind energy developments in general. There is also a view held by some 
that the cessation announcement cannot be viewed as an absolute end to the TasWind 
proposal. As the reasons for the project not proceeding through to completion of the 
feasibility study (and potentially implementation) were economic, some people feel that if 
economic conditions change (e.g. as a result of government policy), that the TasWind 
proposal may become a viable option again.  
A the time of the interviews – around five months following the cessation 
announcement – the state of community wellbeing and relationships in the aftermath were 
variously described as being irreparably damaged, and as mending. The experiences during 
the time of the TasWind proposal were described as challenging the King Islanders’ 
understanding of themselves as a community. The extent of debate was described as 
highlighting the plurality of values and opinions in the community. Following the cessation 
announcement, some people were described as having said that the Island could now go 
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back to being as one. While this was welcomed by many people, others felt that the conduct 
of some during the time of the TasWind proposal meant that respect and trust would never 
be regained, and that as a result the Island would not truly return to being as one. The 
difference in views about the state of the community were somewhat reconciled by the 
explanation that on the surface level, the visible division has settled down, but an 
undercurrent of conflict remains. It is for this reason that the TasWind proposal has 
become a taboo, and some people are wary of those with whom they did not share a 
perspective on the TasWind proposal. Perhaps to counter this, it was described that some 
people who were viewed as antagonists during the time of the TasWind proposal have been 
proactive in trying to reunite the community. The recent loss of a local café to a fire has 
meant that a common meeting place is gone, so the opportunity for both positive and 
negative mingling at this important community hub has been lost.  
During the aftermath the community has been described as gradually, but warily, re-
merging. However, as the interviews were conducted only around 6 months after the 
cessation announcement, it was explained by some that the process would require a gradual 
release of tension, and would heal slowly as does a wound.  Some specific actions were 
described to demonstrate the gradual re-merging. Some people who had not spoken 
throughout the time of the TasWind proposal (i.e. two years) were described as speaking 
again, but with no mention of the TasWind proposal. Other interpersonal relationships 
which were conflictual are described as being pleasant interactions, though these are viewed 
as strange but necessary due to King Island being a small community with a close social 
network. There were some notable examples of interpersonal apologies being offered for 
conduct and behaviour during the time of the TasWind proposal. Others have made a point 
of being friendly to those who were viewed as abusive in order to not let their behaviour 
‘win’.  Perspectives such as this were demonstrative of the residue of conflict which 
continued to affect interpersonal relationships, even when the behaviours may indicate 
otherwise. Those negative interactions from during the time of the TasWind proposal are 
remembered, and for some people the interpersonal anger remains. This has been described 
as causing some people to be ignored in the street, events and local institutions to be 
boycotted due to involvement of specific individuals, an unwillingness to interact 
meaningfully beyond surface politeness with other people, rejection of gestures of 
reconciliation, and for some strained friendships to not be healed. Some people reported 
nasty statements being made at a funeral as a result of experiences during the time of the 
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TasWind proposal; actions such as these are a result of the experiences during the time of 
the TasWind proposal, but also serve to make the conflict salient again in the aftermath. For 
those who wish to see the Island return to normal, the process is described as ‘hard work’ 
in order to move past the experiences of the time of the TasWind proposal. Personal 
attacks (including on social media) and perceptions of ‘dirty antics’ were described as 
showing the ‘ugly’ side of King Island, and the ‘true colours’ of some people. Divisions 
between people considered ‘blow-ins’ and ‘true’ King Islanders which were heightened by 
the TasWind proposal are expected to remain. For example, some King Islanders were 
described as being more cautious of visitors in response to the view that the ‘blow-ins’ were 
people who moved to King Island because they loved it, but then resisted change that was 
seen as necessary by other people.  
In the adversity experienced by many in the King Island community, there were some 
positive outcomes. New social groups were described as forming around the shared need 
for support as a result of stress about both the TasWind proposal and the social conflict. In 
the aftermath, these friendships have been maintained. In particular, the social networks of 
the NTWFG members have been described as especially cohesive. Additionally, the 
TasWind proposal was described as a catalyst for creation of a group based around bird 
conservation and tourism, which has persisted following the cessation announcement.  
The TasWind proposal also significantly affected the King Island Council elections of 
2014. The timing of the Council election coincided closely with the cessation announcement 
of the TasWind proposal, with the cessation announcement being made on the 27th 
October 2014, and the Council voting period closing on the following day. Interest in local 
decision-making raised by the TasWind proposal was seen as a catalyst for significant 
interest in the Council elections, and for many new nominees for the King Island Council. 
Unrelated to TasWind, there was a Tasmanian legislative change meaning all Councillor 
positions were to be elected (as opposed to half Council elections as in previous local 
government elections). This was described as providing an opportunity for election of new 
Councillors, as required quotas were lowered. For the 2014 King Island Local Government 
election, there were 19 nominees from the community for the 9 Council positions. Voter 
participation rates in the King Island Council election were high, and as voting is not 
compulsory this was seen to be a result of the TasWind proposal. 
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The TasWind proposal was described as being a significant factor which influenced how 
people voted at the Council election. Some described TasWind as being conspicuously 
absent from campaign materials, but indicated that there were many pre-election statements 
which did not explicitly mention the TasWind proposal, but were implicitly related to the 
themes raised between supporters and opponents. For example, campaigning on Council 
transparency and support of golf tourism development was seen by some to be an anti-
TasWind campaign platform, as these issues were raised by people who did not support the 
TasWind proposal. Additionally, known social networks influenced how candidates were 
viewed, especially with regard to group campaigning. Some people described a group-
advertisement for several candidates which included prominent NTWFG members. This 
was seen to suggest that all candidates in the advertisement had nominated for Council at 
least in part motivated by opposition to the TasWind proposal. These factors which made 
the TasWind proposal salient during the Council election were considered to have affected 
how people voted. As the TasWind proposal was still officially underway until the day 
before voting closed, those who supported the proposal were considered likely to vote for 
the people associated with the ‘yes camp’, while those opposed to the proposal were 
considered likely to vote for the people associated with the NTWFG or ‘no camp’. The 
timing of the Council election and the cessation announcement meant that many people 
were focused on TasWind, at the expense of consider other local issues, when deciding on 
their votes for the Council election. In this way, it was felt by some that the cessation 
announcement by Hydro Tasmania should have been made earlier in order to decouple the 
Council election from the TasWind proposal.  
There were views that NTWFG members who nominated for Council had done so in 
order to gain greater power, in the hopes that a position in Council would allow either 
regulatory or political means to oppose the proposal. Conversely however, it was also 
reported that NTWFG members had decided to nominate after feeling disempowered in 
local decision-making as a result of the TasWind proposal, so had seen election to the 
Council as a way to gain a greater voice across a range of local governance issues. This 
perspective was also related to feelings of displeasure with the King Island Council during 
the time of the TasWind proposal, so nominations by new candidates were seen to be a 
means of taking on personal responsibility for addressing what were seen as weaknesses in 
the local governance system.  
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The King Island Council elections in 2014 saw around half of the Councillors elected 
new to the Council, including people who were members of the NTWFG. To some, this 
outcome represents the ‘re-merging’ of the Island, as the Council now is comprised of 
people with a mix of stances toward the TasWind proposal.  Additionally, some people felt 
that there are broad perceptions that King Island and the new Council is functioning well, 
indicating that there are no evident residual issues from the time of the TasWind proposal 
negatively affecting the new Council.  
Looking toward the future for King Island, there are mixed views about the legacy of the 
TasWind proposal. While some feel that the Island has already returned to normal, others 
feel that healing will continue into the future, while again others feel that there are some 
social issues which will not be healed with time. For the people who view King Island in the 
aftermath of the TasWind proposal as remaining in a disrupted state, there is the view that 
things will return to normal if the economic situation improves. Related to the closure of 
the abattoir in 2012, local economic improvements would be expected to lessen stress on 
the community, and to lessen the disappointment felt by those who wanted the TasWind 
proposal to proceed at least to completion of the feasibility study and potentially to 
implementation. In this way, there are the hopes that the golf tourism developments will 
provide the level of benefits to King Island as was promised. There is also the view that as a 
result of the opposition to the TasWind proposal, King Island may be viewed as a place 
which is unfriendly for industry and development. This creates some concern that future 
opportunities may be lost due to King Island being stigmatised as a ‘difficult’ community. 
Related to these perceptions is the view that the community’s response to future 
developments may be affected by experiences during the TasWind proposal. There is the 
view that the community may have an attitude of ‘don’t dare say no’ which may lead to 
acceptance of an inappropriate project. For example, the described ease with which the golf 
tourism developments have proceeded is viewed by some to be a result of exhaustion with 
the TasWind proposal, where community members lack the energy to evaluate pros and 
cons of another proposal. However, there is also the view that many in the community 
would backlash against future proposal opposition (i.e. if people are ‘anti-anything’ in the 
future) as there is not the willingness to go through the same socially divisive process again, 
especially if economic stability has not been achieved.  
75 
 
Based on the experiences during the time of the TasWind proposal, some feel that the 
social bonds developed, especially among members of the NTWFG, would lead to similar 
coalitions if major land use changes were proposed in the future. There is also the 
expectation that those who opposed the TasWind proposal would be suspicious of future 
developments due to their unfavourable view of Hydro Tasmania and experiences during 
the TasWind proposal. In this way, some feel that while things are mostly back to normal, 
the community may quickly divide again as the next big issue arises and makes the TasWind 
divisions salient again. Many people feel wind energy development is somewhat inevitable for 
King Island, and feel that as the political and economic conditions change, another proposal 
may arise. Some feel that the TasWind proposal itself may be reconsidered, while others 
expect that future proponents will view the TasWind proposal as a reason to not engage 
with the community, and will proceed to development applications with minimal community 
involvement. In this speculative case, community benefits are expected to be significantly 
less than those associated with the TasWind proposal.  Whether or not this happens, in the 
meantime those who opposed the proposal feel they have regained their future in King 
Island. Those who supported the proposal remain concerned about the economic future for 
King Island, as the community still has no abattoir and the only transport ship will be retired 
in coming years. King Island still needs to overcome these same challenges as before the 
TasWind proposal, but now with a more fatigued community. Though no foreseeable 
solution was described, positive changes such as increase in local business and real estate 
activity and new families moving to the Island have been observed.  
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